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EDITOR'S    PREFACE. 

The  first  chapter  in  this  vohime  forms  the  conckiding  chapter  of 
the  First  Vohime  of  the  German  Work.  It  answers  to  the  Seventh 
Chapter  of  the  Second  Book  of  the  first  great  division  of  the  subject, 
which  has  for  its  aim  to  shew  the  on'gii?  of  Ecclesiaslkal  Dogma.  The 
First  Book  treats  of  the  Preparation  for  Dogma;  the  Second  of  the 
Laying  of  the  Foundation.  This  Second  ?)Ook  begins  with  the  second 
vokmie  of  the  Enghsh  Translation,  and  closes  Avith  the  first  chapter  of 
the  third  volume  now  published.  Thereafter  commences  the  Second 
Part  of  the  Work,  which  deals  with  the  Development  of  Dogtna.  The 
numbering  of  the  chapters  here  begins  anew,  running  on  from  I.  to  VI. 

The  Second  Volume  of  the  German  Work  commences  with  the 
Second  Part,  and  tells  the  stor}'  of  the  Development  of  Dogma  till  the 
time  of  Au^iustine.  Onl}*  a  portion  of  it  appears  in  this  volume.  The 
remainder  will  form  the  contents  of  the  Fourth  Volume.  The  author 
has  prefixed  to  the  volume  two  prefaces,  one  to  the  first,  the  other 
to  the  third  Edition.    These  are  here  given. 

The  Appendix  on  Manichaeism  is  the  last  of  four  which  appear  at 
the  end  of  the  first  volume  of  the  German  Edition.  The  first  three 
of  these  will  be  found  at  the  end  of  the  first  volume  of  the  English 
Edition. 

A.  B.  BRUCE. 

G/asgo7C',  August,  iSqy. 


AUTHOR'S    PREFACE  TO  FIRST  EDITION  OF 
VOLUME  II.  OF  THE  GERMAN  WORK. 

The  first  half  of  the  second  part  of  the  History  of  Dogma  is  here 
given  apart  and  as  the  second  vokime,  because  it  is  complete  in  itself, 
and  I  shall  be  prevented  from  completing  the  work  at  once  by  other 
tasks. 

The  account  contained  in  the  following  pages  would  have  been  shorter, 
if  I  could  have  persuaded  myself  of  the  correctness  of  the  opinion,  that 
a  single,  all-determining  thought  obtained  its  true  development  in  the 
History  of  Dogma  from  the  fourth  to  the  eighth  century.  This  opinion 
dominates,  apart  from  a  few  monographs,  all  writings  on  the  History  of 
Dogma,  and  gives  a  uniform  impress  to  the  accounts  of  Protestants 
and  Catholics.  I  share  it  within  certain  limits;  but  these  very  limits, 
which  I  have  endeavoured  to  define,  '  have  not  yet  received  due 
attention.  In  the  fourth  century  the  formula  that  was  correct,  when 
judged  by  the  conception  of  redemption  of  the  ancient  Church,  pre- 
vailed ;  but  the  Fathers,  who  finally  secured  its  triumph,  did  not  give  it 
the  exposition  which  it  originally  demanded.  In  the  fifth  century,  or 
the  seventh,  on  the  contrary,  a  formula  that,  measured  by  the  same 
standard,  was  incorrect,  prevailed;  yet  it  was  associated  with  an  ex- 
position that  to  some  extent  compensated  for  the  incorrectness.  In  both 
cases,  however,  the  imperfections  of  the  conclusion,  which  are  explained 
from  various  circumstances,  became  of  the  highest  importance.  For  in 
them  we  find  the  reason  why  the  phantom  Christ  did  not  wholly  oust 
the  historical;  and,  in  order  to  overcome  them,  men  turned  anew  to 
Philosophy,  especially  to  Aristotle.  The  orthodox  Church  owes  two 
things  to  the  incorrect  form  in  which  the  Trinitarian  and  Christological 
Dogma  was  finally  stated:  (i)  contact  with  the  Ciospel,  and  (2)  renewed 
contact  with  ancient  science,  i.e.,  scholasticism. 

1     V/'de  pp.   167  ff.  of  this  volume. 
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The  account  of  these  conditions  demanded  a  more  minute  discussion 
of  the  process  of  the  History  of  Dogma,  than  is  usual  in  the  ordinary 
text-books.  Dogma  developed  slowly  and  amid  great  obstacles.  No 
single  step  should  be  overlooked  in  the  description,  and,  in  particular, 
the  period  between  the  fourth  and  fifth  Councils  is  not  less  important 
than  any  other.  Political  relationships,  at  no  point  decisive  by  them- 
selves, yet  everywhere  required,  as  well  as  western  influences,  careful 
attention.  I  should  have  discussed  them  still  more  thoroughly,  if  I  had 
not  been  restrained  by  considerations  of  the  extent  of  the  book.  I  have 
included  the  state  of  affairs  and  developments  in  the  West,  so  far  as 
they  were  related  to,  and  acted  upon,  those  in  the  East.  In  the  follow- 
ing Book  I  shall  begin  with  Augustine.  The  scientific  theological  ex- 
positions of  the  Fathers  have  onl}''  been  brought  under  review,  where 
they  appeared  indispensable  for  the  understanding  of  Dogma.  In  any 
case  I  was  not  afraid  of  doing  too  much  here.  I  am  convinced  that 
a  shorter  description  ought  not  to  be  offered  to  students  of  Theology, 
unless  it  were  to  be  a  mere  guide.  The  history  of  Christian  Dogma— 
perhaps  the  most  complicated  history  of  development  which  we  can 
completely  review — presents  the  investigator  with  the  greatest  difficult- 
ies ;  and  yet  it  is,  along  with  the  study  of  the  New  Testament,  and  in 
the  present  position  of  Protestantism,  the  most  important  discipline  for 
every  one  who  seeks  really  to  study  Theology.  The  theologian  who 
leaves  the  University  without  being  thoroughly  familiar  with  it,  is,  in 
the  most  critical  questions,  helplessly  at  the  mercy  of  the  authorities 
of  the  day.  But  the  royal  way  to  the  understanding  of  the  History  of 
Dogma,  opened  up  by  F.  Chr.  Baur,  and  pursued  by  Thomasius,  does 
not  lead  to  the  goal;  for  by  it  we  become  acquainted  with  the  histori- 
cal matter  only  in  the  abbreviated  form  required  for  the  defence  of 
the  completed  Dogma. 

The  history  of  the  development  of  Dogma  does  not  offer  the  lofty  in- 
terest, which  attaches  to  that  of  its  genesis.  When  we  return  from  the 
most  complicated  and  elaborate  doctrinal  formulas,  from  the  mysticism 
of  the  Cultus  and  Christian  Neoplatonism,  from  the  worship  of  saints 
and  ceremonial  ritual  of  the  seventh  and  eighth  centuries,  back  to  Origen 
and  the  third  century,  we  are  astonished  to  find  that  all  we  have 
mentioned  wms  really  in  existence  at  the  earlier  date.  Only  it  existed 
then  amid  a  mass  of  different  material,  and  its  footing  w-as  insecure. 
In  many  respects  the  whole  historical  development  of  Dogma  from  the 
fourth  century  to  John  of  Damascus  and  Theodore  of  Studion  was 
simply   a   vast   process   of  reduction,  selection,  and  definition.    In  the 
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East  we  are  no  longer  called  upon  to  deal  in  any  quarter  with  new 
and  original  matter,  but  always  rather  with  what  is  traditional,  deriv- 
ative, and,  to  an  increasing  extent,  superstitious.  Yet  that  to  which 
centuries  devoted  earnest  reflection,  holding  it  to  be  sacred,  will 
never  lose  its  importance,  as  long  as  there  still  exists  among  us  a 
remnant  of  the  same  conditions  which  belonged  to  those  times.  But 
who  could  deny  that  those  conditions— in  the  Church  and  in  learning 
— are  still  powerful  among  us?  Therefore  even  the  religious  formulas 
are  still  in  force  which  were  created  in  the  Byzantine  age;  nay,  they 
are  the  dogmas  y.-j,r  f^o^siv  in  all  Churches,  so  that  the  popular  idiom 
is  nowise  wrong  which  with  the  word  "dogma"  primarily  designates 
the  doctrines  of  the  Trinity  and  the  divine  humanity  of  Christ.  The 
inquirer  who  follows  the  development  of  these  dogmas  after  the  fourth 
century,  and  who,  owing  to  the  want  of  originality  and  freshness  in  his 
material,  loses  pleasure  in  his  work,  is  ever  and  again  reanimated, 
when  he  considers  that  he  has  to  deal  with  matters  which  have  gained, 
and  still  exercise,  an  immense  power  over  the  feelings  and  minds  of 
men.  And  how  much  it  is  still  possible  for  us  to  learn,  as  free  Evan- 
gelical Christians,  especially  after  generations  of  scholars  have  dedicated 
to  this  history  the  most  devoted  industry,  so  that  no  one  can  enter  into 
their  labours  without  becoming  their  disciples ! 

I  know  very  well  that  it  would  be  possible  to  treat  the  material 
reviewed  in  this  book  more  universally  than  I  have  done.  My  chief 
purpose  was  to  show  how  matters  arose  and  were  /;/  their  concrete 
manifestation.  But  the  task  of  making  dogma  really  intelligible  in  all  its 
aspects  within  the  limits  of  a  History  of  Dogma,  is  after  all  as  insoluble 
as  any  similar  problem  which  isolates  a  single  object  from  Universal 
History,  and  requires  its  investigation  in  and  by  itself.  This  limitation 
I  need  only  recall.  But  something  further  has  to  be  said.  Dogmas,  un- 
doubtedly, admit  of  a  process  of  refinement,  which  would  bring  them 
closer  to  our  understanding  and  our  feeling.  But  my  powers  are  not 
equal  to  this  lofty  task,  and  even  if  I  possessed  the  uncommon  qualities 
of  the  psychologist  and  the  religious  philosopher,  I  should  have  hesitated 
about  employing  them  in  this  book;  for  I  did  not  wish  to  endanger 
the  reliability  of  what  I  had  to  present  by  reflections,  which  must  always 
remain  more  or  less  subjective.  Thus  I  have  limited  myself  to  a  few 
hints;  these  will  only  be  found  where  the  nature  of  the  material  itself 
induced  me  to  seek  for  the  far  remote  thought  underlying  the  ex- 
pression. 
I  have  throughout  striven  in  this  volume,  to  give  such  an  account  as 
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would  demand  to  be  read  connectedly;  for  a  work  on  the  history  of 
dogma,  which  is  used  only  for  reference,  has  missed  its  highest  aim. 
I  have  believed  that  I  could  not  dispense  with  the  addition  of  numerous 
notes,  but  the  text  of  the  book  is  so  written  that  the  reader,  if  he 
prefers  it,  may  disregard  them. 

Marburg,  14  June,  1887. 


PREFACE  TO  THE  THIRD  EDITION. 

I  HAVE  subjected  this  volume  to  a  thorough  revision,  and  have 
sought  to  improve  and  strengthen  it  in  not  a  few  places.  May  this  new 
edition  also  promote  the  study  of  a  historical  period  whose  products 
are  still  held  by  many  among  us  to  be  incapable  of  reform. 

Berlin,  28  May,  1894.  ADOLF  HARNACK. 
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CHAPTER    I. 

THE   DECISIVE   SUCCESS   OF   THEOLOGICAL   SPECULATION   IN   THE 

SPHERE   OF   THE   RULE   OF   FAITH,    OR,   THE   DEFINING   OF 

THE   NORM   OF   THE   DOCTRINE   OF   THE   CHURCH   DUE 

TO  THE  ADOPTION  OF  THE  LOGOS  CHRISTOLOGY. ' 

I .    Introdnctio7i. 

From  the  great  work  of  Irenaeus  and  the  anti-gnostic  writings 
of  TertuUian,  it  would  seem  as  if  the  doctrine  of  the  Logos, 
or,  the  doctrine  of  the  pre-existence  of  Christ  as  a  distinct 
person,  was  at  the  end  of  the  second  century  an  undisputed 
tenet  of  Church  orthodoxy,  and  formed  a  universally  recognised 
portion  of  the  baptismal  confession  interpreted  anti-gnostically, 
i.e.^  of  the  rule  of  faith. "  But  certain  as  it  is  that  the  Logos 
Christology  was  in  the  second  century  not  merely  the  property 
of  a  few  Christian  philosophers,  ^  it  is,  on  the  other  hand,  as 
clear  that  it  did  not  belong  to  the  solid  structure  of  the  Catho- 
lic faith.  It  was  not  on  the  same  footing  as,  e.g.,  the  doctrines 
of  God  the  Creator,  the  real  body  of  Christ,  the  resurrection 
of  the  body,  etc.    The  great  conflicts  which,  after  c.  A.D.  170, 

1  See  Dorner,  Entw. -Gesch.  d.  Lehre  v.  d.  Person  Christi,  i  ThL  1845;  Lange, 
Gesch.  u.  Entw.  der  Systeme  der  Unitarier  vor  der  nie.  Synode,  1831  ;  Hagemann, 
Die  römische  Kirche  und  ihr  Einfluss  auf  Disciplin  und  Dogma  in  den  ersten  drei 
Jahrh.  1864,  (the  most  important  and  most  stimulating  monograph  on  the  subject); 
and  my  art.  'Monarchianismus'  in  Ilerzog's  R.  E.,  2nd  ed.,  vol.  X.,  pp.  178 — 213, 
on  which  the  following  arguments  are  based. 

-  See  Vol.  II.,  pp.  20 — 38  and  Iren.  I.  10,  i ;  TertuU.  Deprcescr.  13  ;  Adv.  Prax.  2. 
In  the  rule  of  faith.  De  virg.,  vel.  i,  there  is  no  statement  as  to  the  pre-existence 
of  the  Son  of  God. 

3  See  Vol.  I.,  p.  192,  Note  (John's  Gospel,  Revelation,  Kjjpyy/^a  n/xfoy,  Ignatius, 
and  esp.  Celsus  in  Orig.  II.  31,  etc.). 
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were  waged  for  more  than  a  century  zvithin  the  CathoHc  Church 
rather  show,  that  the  doctrine  only  gradually  found  its  way 
into  the  creed  of  the  Church.  '  But  a  higher  than  merely 
Christological  interest  attaches  to  the  gradual  incorporation  of 
the  Logos  doctrine  in  the  rule  of  faith.  The  for7)mla  of  the 
Logos,  as  it  was  almost  iiniv  er  sally  Jinderstood,  legitimised  spe- 
culation, i.e.,  Neo-platonic  pJiilosopJiy,  within  the  creed  of  the 
Church. "  When  Christ  was  designated  the  incarnate  Logos  of 
God,  and  when  this  was  set  up  as  His  supreme  characterisation, 
men  were  directed  to  think  of  the  divine  in  Christ  as  the 
reason  of  God  realised  in  the  structure  of  the  world  and  the 
history  of  mankind.  This  implied  a  definite  philosophical  view 
of  God,  of  creation,  and  of  the  world,  and  the  baptismal  con- 
fession became  a  compendium  of  scientific  dogmatics,  i.e.,  of  a 
system  of  doctrine  entwined  with  the  Metaphysics  of  Plato  and 
the  Stoics.  But  at  the  same  time  an  urgent  impulse  necessarily 
made  itself  felt  to  define  the  contents  and  value  of  the  Redeem- 
er's life  and  work,  not,  primarily,  from  the  point  of  view  of 
the  proclamation  of  the  Gospel,  and  the  hopes  of  a  future  state, 
but  from  that  of  the  cosmic  significance  attaching  to  his 
divine  nature  concealed  in  the  flesh.  Insomuch,  however,  as 
such  a  view  could  only  really  reach  and  be  intelligible  to 
those  who  had  been  trained  in  philosophical  speculations,  the 
establishing  of  the  Logos  Christology  within  the  rule  of  faith 
was  equivalent  for  the  great  mass  of  Christians  to  the  setting  up 
of  a  mystery,  which  in  the  first  place  could  only  make  an  im- 
pression through  its  high-pitched  formulas  and  the  glamour  of 
the   incomprehensible.     But  as  soon  as  a  religion  expresses  the 

1  The  observation  that  Irenseus  and  Tertullian  treat  it  as  a  fixed  portion  of  the 
rule  of  faith  is  very  instructive 5  for  it  shows  that  these  theologians  were  ahead  of 
the  Church  of  their  time.  Here  we  have  a  point  given,  at  which  we  can  estimate 
the  relation  of  what  Irenseus  maintained  to  be  the  creed  of  the  Church,  to  the 
doctrine  which  was,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  generally  held  at  the  time  in  the  Church. 
We  may  turn  this  insight  to  account  for  the  history  of  the  Canon  and  the  constitu- 
tion, where,  unfortunately,  an  estimate  of  the  statements  of  Irenseus  is  rendered 
difficult. 

-  By  Neo-platonic  philosophy  we,  of  course,  do  not  here  mean  Neo-platonism, 
but  the  philosophy  (in  method  and  also  in  part,  in  results),  developed  before  Neo- 
platonism  by  Philo,  Valentinus,  Numenius,  and  others. 
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loftiest  contents  of  its  creed  in  formulas  which  must  remain 
mysterious  and  unintelligible  to  the  great  mass  of  its  adherents, 
those  adherents  come  under  guardians.  In  other  words,  the 
multitude  must  believe  in  the  creed;  at  the  same  time  they  no 
longer  derive  from  it  directly  the  motives  of  their  religious  and 
moral  life;  and  they  are  dependent  on  the  theologians,  who, 
as  professors  of  the  mysterious,  alone  understand  and  are  cap- 
able of  interpreting  and  practically  applying  the  creed.  The 
necessary  consequence  of  this  development  was  that  the  mysteri- 
ous creed,  being  no  longer  in  a  position  practically  to  control 
life,  was  superseded  by  the  autJiority  of  tJie  ChiircJi,  the  adtus, 
and  prescribed  duties,  in  determining  the  religious  life  of  the 
laity ;  while  the  theologians,  or  the  priests,  appeared  alone  as 
the  possessors  of  an  independent  faith  and  knowledge.  But  as 
soon  as  the  laity  were  actuated  by  a  desire  for  religious  inde- 
pendence, which  produced  a  reaction,  and  yet  was  not  power- 
ful enough  to  correct  the  conditions  out  of  which  this  state  of 
matters  arose,  there  made  its  appearance  only  an  expedient  of 
a  conservative  sort,  viz.,  the  order  of  the  monks.  As  this  order 
did  not  tamper  with  the  prevailing  system  of  the  Church,  the 
Church  could  tolerate  it,  and  could  even  use  it  as  a  valve,  by 
which  to  provide  an  outlet  for  all  religious  subjectivity,  and 
for  the  energies  of  a  piety  that  renounced  the  world.  The  his- 
tory of  the  Church  shows  us,  or,  at  any  rate,  lets  us  divine, 
this  situation  at  the  transition  from  the  3rd  to  the  4th  century. 
On  the  one  hand,  we  see — at  least  in  the  East— that  the 
Christian  faith  had  become  a  theology,  which  was  regarded,  to 
all  intents  without  question,  as  the  revealed  faith,  and  only 
capable  of  being  represented  and  expounded  by  "teachers". 
On  the  other  hand,  we  find  a  lay  Christendom  tied  to  the  priest, 
the  cultus,  the  sacraments,  and  a  ceremonial  penitence,  and 
revering  the  creed  as  a  mystery.  Between  these  arose  with 
elemental  force  the  order  of  the  monks,  which — apart  from  a 
few  phenomena — did  not  attack  the  ecclesiastical  system,  and 
which  could  not  be  suppressed  by  priests  and  theologians,  be- 
cause it  strove  to  realise  on  earth  the  object  to  which  they 
themselves  had  subordinated  the  whole  of  theology,  because  it, 
as    it    were,    sought    to    soar    on   wings  to  the  same  height,  to 
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which    the    steps    of  the    long  ladders  constructed  by  theology 
were  meant  to  conduct.  ' 

Now  the  incorporation  in  the  creed  of  philosophic  (Platonic) 
speculation,  i.e.,  the  Hellenising  of  the  traditional  doctrines,  was 
not  the  only  condition,  but  it  was  certainly  one  of  the  most 
important  of  the  conditions,  that  led  to  the  rise  of  this  three- 
fold Christendom  of  clergy,  laity,  and  monks,  in  the  Church. 
That  the  Catholic  Church  was  capable  of  accommodating  these 
three  orders  in  its  midst  is  a  proof  of  its  power.  That  the 
combination  forms  up  to  the  present  day  the  signature  of  Catho- 
lic Churches  is  evidence,  moreover,  of  the  practical  value  attached 
by  the  Church  to  this  unified  differentiation.  It,  in  fact,  could 
not  but  best  correspond  to  the  different  wants  of  men  united 
to  form  a  universal  Church.  So  far  as  it  was  a  consequence  of 
the  general  conditions  under  which  the  Church  existed  in  the 
third  century,  we  must  here  leave  its  origin  untouched, '  but 
so  far  as  it  was  due  to  the  reception  of  philosophical  specula- 
tion into  the  Church,  its  prior  history  must  be  presented.  Yet 
it  may  not  be  superfluous  to  begin  by  noticing  expressly,  that 
the  confidence  with  which  first  the  Apologists  identified  the 
Logos  of  the  philosophers  and  the  Christ  of  faith,  and  the  zeal 
with  which  the  anti-gnostic  Fathers  then  incorporated  the  Logos- 
Christ  in  the  creed  of  believers,  are  also  to  be  explained  from 
a  Christian  interest.  In  their  scientific  conception  of  the  world 
the  Logos  had  a  fixed  place,  and  was  held  to  be  the  "alter 
ego"  of  God,  though  at  the  same  time  he  was  also  regarded 
as  the  representative  of  the  Reason  that  operated  in  the  Cosmos. 
Their  conception  of  Christ  as  the  appearance  of  the  Logos  in 
a  personal  form  only  proves  that  they  sought  to  make  the 
highest  possible  assertion  concerning  him,  to  justify  worship  being 
rendered  him,  and  to  demonstrate  the  absolute  and  unique 
nature  of  the  contents  of  the  Christian  religion.  The  Christian 
religion  was  only  in  a  position  to  gain  the  cultured,  to  conquer 
Gnosticism,  and  to  thrust  aside  Polytheism  in  the  Roman  em- 
pire, because  it  had  concluded  an  alliance  with  that  intellectual 
potentate    which    already    swayed    the  minds  and  hearts  of  the 

1     See  my  lecture  on  Monachisin,  3rd  ed.   18S6. 
"    Yet  see  Vol.  II.,  pp.  122 — 127. 
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best  men,  the  philosophic-religious  ethics  of  the  age.  This 
alliance  found  expression  in  the  formula:  Christ  is  word  and 
law  {XpiTTog  KÖyog  zx)  voi^o:).  The  philosophic  Christology  arose, 
so  to  speak,  at  the  circumference  of  the  Church,  and  thence 
moved  gradually  to  the  centre  of  the  Christian  faith.  The  same 
is  true  of  theology  generally;  its  most  concise  description  is 
philosophic  Christology.  A  complete  fusion  of  the  old  faith  and 
theology,  one  that  tranquillised  the  minds  of  the  devout,  was 
not  consummated  till  the  fourth,  strictly  speaking,  indeed,  till 
the  fifth  century  (Cyril  of  Alexandria).  Valentinus,  Origen,  the 
Cappadocians  mark  the  stages  of  the  process.  Valentinus  was 
very  speedily  ejected  as  a  heretic.  Origen,  in  spite  of  the 
immense  influence  which  he  exerted,  was  in  the  end  unable 
to  retain  his  footing  in  the  Church.  The  Cappadocians  almost 
perfected  the  complete  fusion  of  the  traditional  faith  of  the 
Church  conceived  as  mystery  and  philosophy,  by  removing 
Origen's  distinction  between  those  who  knew  and  those  who 
believed  (Gnostics  and  Pistics);  meanwhile  they  retained  much 
that  was  comparatively  free  and  looked  on  with  suspicion  by 
the  traditionalists.  Cyril's  theology  first  marked  the  complete 
agreement  between  faith  and  philosophy,  authority  and  specula- 
tion, an  agreement  which  finally,  in  the  sixth  century,  sup- 
pressed every  independent  theology.  But  from  the  end  of  the 
second  century  up  to  the  closing  years  of  the  third,  the  fund- 
amental principle  of  philosophic  theology  had  naturalised  itself, 
in  the  very  faith  of  the  Church.  This  process  in  which,  on 
the  one  hand,  certain  results  of  speculative  theology  became 
legitimised  within  the  Church  as  revelations  and  mysteries,  and 
on  the  other  — as  a  sort  of  antidote — the  freedom  of  theology 
was  limited,  is  to  be  described  in  what  follows. 

It  has  been  shown  above  (Vol.  I.,  p.  190  ß.)  that  about 
the  middle  of  the  second  century  there  existed  side  by  side  in 
the  Churches  chiefly  two  conceptions  of  the  person  of  Christ. 
In  the  Adoptian  view  Jesus  was  regarded  as  the  man  in  whom 
divinity  or  the  spirit  of  God  dwelt,  and  who  was  finally  exalted 
to  godlike  honour.  In  the  Pneiiniatic  conception,  Jesus  was 
looked  upon  as  a  heavenly  spirit  who  assumed  an  earthly  body. 
The  latter  was  adopted  in  their  speculations  by  the  Apologists. 


^ 
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The  fixing  of  the  apostolic  tradition,  which  took  place  in 
opposition  to  the  Gnostics,  as  also  to  the  so-called  Montanists, 
in  the  course  of  the  second  half  of  the  second  century,  did  not 
yet  decide  in  favour  of  either  view. '  The  Holy  Scriptures 
could  be  appealed  to  in  support  of  both.  But  those  had  decidedly 
the  best  of  it,  in  the  circumstances  of  the  time,  who  recognised 
the  incarnation  of  a  special  divine  nature  in  Christ ;  and  as 
certainly  were  the  others  in  the  right,  in  view  of  the  Synoptic 
gospels,  who  saw  in  Jesus  the  man  chosen  to  be  his  Son  by 
God,  and  possessed  of  the  Spirit.  The  former  conception  corre- 
sponded to  the  interpretation  of  the  O.  T.  theophanies  which 
had  been  accepted  by  the  Alexandrians,  and  had  proved  so 
convincing  in  apologetic  arguments ; ""  it  could  be  supported  by 
the  testimony  of  a  series  of  Apostolic  writings,  whose  authority 
was  absolute ;  ^  it  protected  the  O.  T.  against  Gnostic  criticism. 
It,  further,  reduced  the  highest  conception  of  the  value  of  Christi- 
anity to  a  brief  and  convincing  formula :  "  God  became  man  in 
order  that  men  viigJit  become  gods;''  and,  finally, — which  was 
not  least— it  could  be  brought,  with  little  trouble,  into  line  with 

1  The  points,  which,  as  regards  Christ,  belonged  in  the  second  half  of  the  second 
century  to  ecclesiastical  orthodoxy,  are  given  in  the  clauses  of  the  Roman  baptismal 
confession  to  which  «A^jäw?  is  added,  in  the  precise  elaboration  of  the  idea  of 
creation,  in  the  tic,  placed  alongside  Xpia-roQ  ''I^tovi;^  and  in  the  identification  of  the 
Catholic  institution  of  the  Church  with  the  Holy  Church. 

-  The  Christian  doctrine  of  the  Son  of  God  could  be  most  easily  rendered  acceptable 
to  cultured  heathens  by  means  of  the  Logos  doctrine;  see  the  memorable  confession 
of  Celsus  placed  by  him  in  the  lips  of  his  "Jew"  (II.  31):  &>?  e'iys  6  }^6yo(^  etrriv 
vi-üv  vidi;  Tov  @£ov,  KXt  i^/-se7;  sTrtxivoCizev,  see  also  the  preceding:  troipi^ovrcei  oi 
XcKTTicevoi  iv  tZ  Aeyf/v  rbv  viov  tov  @£ov  sivxi  ocvTOf^oyov. 

3  The  conviction  of  the  harmony  of  the  Apostles,  or,  of  all  Apostolic  writings, 
could  not  but  result  in  the  Christology  of  the  Synoptics  and  the  Acts  being  inter- 
preted in  the  light  of  John  and  Paul,  or  more  accurately,  in  that  of  the  philosophic 
Christology  held  to  be  attested  by  John  and  Paul.  It  has  been  up  to  the  present 
day  the  usual  fate  of  the  Synoptics,  and  with  them  of  the  sayings  of  Jesus,  to  be 
understood,  on  account  of  their  place  in  the  Canon,  in  accordance  with  the  caprices 
of  the  dogmatics  prevalent  at  the  time,  Pauline  and  Johannine  theology  having 
assigned  to  it  the  role  of  mediator.  The  "  lower  "  had  to  be  explained  by  the 
"higher"  (see  even  Clemens  Alex,  with  his  criticism  of  the  "pneumatic",  the  spiiilual, 
Fourth  Gospel,  as  compared  with  the  first  three).  In  older  times  men  transformed 
the  sense  right  off;  now.adays  they  speak  of  steps  which  lead  to  the  lil^hei  teaching, 
and  they  dress  the  old  illusion  with  a  new  scien.'ißc  mantle. 


Chap,  t.]  INTRODUCTION  7 

the  cosmological  and  theological  tenets  which  had  been  borrowed 
from  the  rehgious  philosophy  of  the  age  to  serve  as  a  found- 
ation for  a  rational  Christian  theology.  The  adoption  of  the 
belief  in  the  divine  Logos  to  explain  the  genesis  and  history 
of  the  world  at  once  decided  the  means  by  which  also  the 
divine  dignity  and  sonship  of  the  Redeemer  were  alone  to  be 
defined.  ^  In  this  procedure  the  theologians  themselves  had  no 
danger  to  fear  to  their  monotheism,  even  if  they  made  the 
Logos  more  than  a  product  of  the  creative  will  of  God.  Neither 
Justin,  Tatian,  nor  any  of  the  Apologists  or  Fathers  show  the 
slightest  anxiety  on  this  point.  For  the  infinite  substance,  rest- 
ing behind  the  world, — and  as  such  the  deity  was  conceived-— 
could  display  and  unfold  itself  in  different  subjects.  It  could 
impart  its  own  inexhaustible  being  to  a  variety  of  bearers, 
without  thereby  being  emptied,  or  its  unity  being  dissolved 
if/.oyxpx'^-'  'i'^'Z''  oJxoyoyJxy,  as  the  technical  expression  has  it). " 
But,  lastly,  the  theologians  had  no  reason  to  fear  for  the  "deity ' 
of  the  Christ  in  whom  the  incarnation  of  that  Logos  was  to  be 
viewed.  For  the  conception  of  the  Logos  was  capable  of  the 
most  manifold  contents,  and  its  dexterous  treatment  could  be 
already  supported  by  the  most  instructive  precedents.  This  con- 
ception could  be  adapted  to  every  change  and  accentuation  of 
the     religious     interest,     every     deepening    of    speculation,    as 

'  But  the  substitution  of  the  Logos  for  the,  otherwise  undefined,  spiritual  being 
(tv££//zä)  in  Christ  presented  another  very  great  advantage.  It  brought  to  an  end 
though  not  at  once  (see  Clemens  Alex.),  the  speculations  which  reckoned  the  heavenly- 
personality  of  Christ  in  some  way  or  other  in  the  number  of  the  higher  angels 
or  conceived  it  as  one  y£on  among  many.  Through  the  definition  of  this  "  .Spiritual 
Being "  as  Logos  his  transcendent  and  unique  dignity  was  firmly  outlined  and 
assured.  For  the  Logos  was  universally  accepted  as  the  Prius  logically  and  tempor- 
ally, and  the  causa  not  only  of  the  world,  but  also  of  all  powers,  ideas,  ceons 
and  angels.    He,  therefore,  did  not  belong — at  least  in  every  respect — to  their  order. 

-  Augustine  first  wrought  to  end  this  questionable  monotheism,  and  endeavoured 
to  treat  seriously  the  monotheism  of  the  living  God.  But  his  efforts  only  produced 
an  impression  in  the  West,  and  even  there  the  attempt  was  weakened  from  the  start 
by  a  faulty  respect  for  the  prevalent  Christology,  and  was  forced  to  entangle  itself 
in  absurd  formulas.  In  the  East  the  accommodating  Substance-Monotheism  of 
philosophy  remained  with  its  permission  of  a  plurality  of  divine  persons;  and  this 
doctrine  was  taught  with  such  naivety  and  simplicity,  that  the  Cappadocians,  e.^.^ 
proclaimed  the  Christian  conception  of  God  to  be  the  just  mean  between  the 
polytheism  of  the  heathens  and  the  monotheism  of  the  Jews. 
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well  as  to  all  the  needs  of  the  Cultus,  nay,  even  to  new  results 
of  Biblical  exegesis.  It  revealed  itself  gradually  to  be  a  vari- 
able quantity  of  the  most  accommodating  kind,  capable  of  being 
at  once  determined  by  any  new  factor  received  into  the  theolog- 
ical ferment.  It  even  admitted  contents  which  stood  in  the  most 
abrupt  contradiction  to  the  processes  of  thought  out  of  which 
the  conception  itself  had  sprung,  i.e.,  contents  which  almost 
completely  concealed  the  cosmological  genesis  of  the  conception. 
But  it  was  long  before  this  point  was  reached.  And  as  long 
as  it  was  not,  as  long  as  the  Logos  was  still  employed  as  the 
formula  under  which  was  comprehended  either  the  original  idea 
of  the  world,  or  the  rational  law  of  the  world,  many  did  not 
entirely  cease  to  mistrust  the  fitness  of  the  conception  to  establish 
the  divinity  of  Christ.  For  those,  finally,  could  not  but  seek 
to  perceive  the  full  deity  in  the  Redeemer,  who  reckoned  on 
a  deification  of  man.  Athanasius  first  made  this  possible  to 
them  by  his  explanation  of  the  Logos,  but  he  at  the  same  time 
began  to  empty  the  conception  of  its  original  cosmological  con- 
tents. And  the  history  of  Christology  from  Athanasius  to 
Augustine  is  the  history  of  the  displacing  of  the  Logos  con- 
ception by  the  other,  destitute  of  all  cosmical  contents,  of  the 
Son, — the  history  of  the  substitution  of  the  immanent  and 
absolute  trinity  for  the  economic  and  relative.  The  complete 
divinity  of  the  Son  was  thereby  secured,  but  in  the  form  of  a 
complicated  and  artificial  speculation,  which  neither  could  be 
maintained  without  reservation  before  the  tribunal  of  the  science 
of  the  day,  nor  could  claim  the  support  of  an  ancient  tradition. 
But  the  first  formulated  opposition  to  the  Logos  Christology 
did  not  spring  from  anxiety  for  the  complete  divinity  of  Christ, 
or  even  from  solicitude  for  monotheism;  it  was  rather  called 
forth  by  interest  in  the  evangelical,  the  Synoptic,  idea  of  Christ. 
With  this  was  combined  the  attack  on  the  use  of  Platonic 
philosophy  in  Christian  doctrine.  The  first  public  and  literary 
opponents  of  the  Christian  Logos-speculations,  therefore,  did  not 
escape  the  reproach  of  depreciating,  if  not  of  destroying,  the 
dignity  of  the  Redeemer.  It  was  only  in  the  subsequent  period, 
in  a  second  phase  of  the  controversy,  that  these  opponents  of 
the   Logos  Christology  were  able  to  fling  back  the  reproach  at 
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its  defenders.  With  the  Monarchians  the  first  subject  of  interest 
was  the  man  Jesus;  then  came  monotheism  and  the  divine 
dignity  of  Christ.  From  this  point,  however,  the  whole  theo- 
logical interpretation  of  the  two  first  articles  of  the  rule  of  faith, 
was  again  gradually  involved  in  controversy.  In  so  far  as  they 
were  understood  to  refute  a  crude  docetism  and  the  severance 
of  Jesus  and  Christ  they  were  confirmed.  But  did  not  the  doc- 
trine of  a  heavenly  aeon,  rendered  incarnate  in  the  Redeemer, 
contain  another  remnant  of  the  old  Gnostic  leaven?  Did  not 
the  sending  forth  of  the  Logos  (7rpoi3o?.-/j  roü  xö'yov)  to  create 
the  world  recall  the  emanation  of  the  aeons?  Was  not  ditheism 
set  up,  if  two  divine  beings  were  to  be  worshipped?  Not  only 
were  the  uncultured  Christian  laity  driven  to  such  criticisms, — 
for  what  did  they  understand  by  the  *'  economic  mode  of  the 
existence  of  God"? — but  also  all  those  theologians  who  refused 
to  give  any  place  to  Platonic  philosophy  in  Christian  dogmatics. 
A  conflict  began  which  lasted  for  more  than  a  century,  in 
certain  branches  of  it  for  almost  two  centuries.  Who  opened 
it,  or  first  assumed  the  aggressive,  we  know  not.  The  contest 
engages  our  deepest  interest  in  different  respects,  and  can  be 
described  from  different  points  of  view.  We  cannot  regard  it, 
indeed,  directly  as  a  fight  waged  by  theology  against  a  still 
enthusiastic  conception  of  religion ;  for  the  literary  opponents 
of  the  Logos  Christology  were  no  longer  enthusiasts,  but,  rather, 
from  the  very  beginning  their  declared  enemies.  Nor  was  it 
directly  a  war  of  the  theologians  against  the  laity,  for  it 
was  not  laymen,  but  only  theologians  who  had  adopted  the 
creed    of   the    laity,    who    opposed    their  brethren.  ^     We  must 

1  The  Alogi  opposed  the  Montanists  and  all  prophecy;  conversely  the  western 
representatives  of  the  Logos  Christology,  Irenjeus,  Tertullian  and  Hippolytus  were 
Chiliasts.  But  this  feature  makes  no  change  in  the  fact  that  the  incorporation  of 
the  Logos  Christology  and  the  fading  away  of  eschatological  apocalyptic  hopes 
went  hand  in  hand.  Theologians  were  able  to  combine  inconsistent  beliefs  for  a 
time;  but  for  the  great  mass  of  the  laity  in  the  East  the  mystery  of  the  person  of 
Christ  took  the  place  of  the  Christ  who  was  to  have  set  up  his  visible  Kingdom 
of  glory  upon  earth.  See  especially  the  refutation  of  the  Chiliasts  by  Origen 
{■jefl  xfx-  II.  II)  and  Dionysius  Alex.  (Euseb.  H.  E.  VII.  24,  25).  The  continued 
embodiment  in  new  visions  of  those  eschatological  hopes  and  apocalyptic  fancies 
by  the  monks  and  laymen  of  later  times,  proved  that  the  latter  could  not  make 
the  received  mystery  of  dogma  fruitful  for  their  practical  religion. 
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describe  it  as  the  strenuous  effort  of  Stoic  Platonism  to  obtain 
supremacy  in  the  theology  of  the  Church ;  the  victory  of  Plato 
over  Zeno  and  Aristotle  in  Christian  science ;  the  history  of 
the  displacement  of  the  historical  by  the  pre-existent  Christ,  of 
the  Christ  of  reality  by  the  Christ  of  thought,  in  dogmatics ; 
finally,  as  the  victorious  attempt  to  substitute  the  mystery  of 
the  person  of  Christ  for  the  person  Himself,  and,  by  means  of 
a  theological  formula  unintelligible  to  them,  to  put  the  laity  with 
their  Christian  faith  under  guardians — a  state  desired  and  indeed 
required  by  them  to  an  increasing  extent.  When  the  Logos 
Christology  obtained  a  complete  victory,  the  traditional  view  of 
the  Supreme  deity  as  one  person,  and,  along  with  this,  every 
thought  of  the  real  and  complete  human  personality  of  the 
Redeemer  was  in  fact  condennied  as  being  intolerable  in  the 
Church.  Its  place  was  taken  by  "the  nature"  [of  Christ], 
which  without  "the  person"  is  simply  a  cipher.  The  defeated 
party  had  right  on  its  side,  but  had  not  succeeded  in  making 
its  Christology  agree  with  its  conception  of  the  object  and 
result  of  the  Christian  religion.  This  was  the  very  reason  of 
its  defeat.  A  religion  which  promised  its  adherents  that  their 
nature  would  be  rendered  divine,  could  only  be  satisfied  by  a 
redeemer  who  in  his  own  person  had  deified  human  nature.  If, 
after  the  gradual  fading  away  of  eschatological  hopes,  the  above 
prospect  was  held  valid,  then  those  were  right  who  worked 
out  this  view  of  the  Redeemer. 

In  accordance  with  an  expression  coined  by  Tertullian,  we 
understand  by  Monarchians  the  representatives  of  strict,  not 
economic,  monotheism  in  the  ancient  Church.  In  other  words, 
they  were  theologians  who  held  firmly  by  the  dignity  of  Jesus 
as  Redeemer,  but  at  the  same  time  would  not  give  up  the 
personal,  the  numerical,  unity  of  God;  and  who  therefore 
opposed  the  speculations  which  had  led  to  the  adoption  of  the 
duality    or    trinity  of  the  godhead.  '    "In  order  rightly  to  undcr- 

1  This  definition  is,  in  truth,  too  narrow;  for  at  least  a  section,  if  not  all,  of 
the  so-called  Dynamistic  Monarchians  recognised,  besides  God,  the  Sjirit  as  eternal 
Son  of  God,  and  accordingly  assumed  two  Hypostases.  But  they  did  not  see  in 
Jesus  an  incarnation  of  this  Holy  Spirit,  and  they  were  therefore  monarchian  in 
their   docti'ine  of  Christ.   Besides,  so  far  as  I  know,  the  name  of  Monarchians  \Ar.s 
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stand  their  position  in  the  history  of  the  genesis  of  the  dogma- 
tics of  the  Church,  it  is  decisive,  as  will  have  been  already- 
clear  from  the  above,  that  they  only  came  to  the  front, 
after  the  anti-gnostic  understanding  of  the  baptismal  confession 
had  been  substantially  assured  in  the  Church.  It  results  from 
this  that  they  are,  generally  speaking,  to  be  criticised  as  men 
who  appeared  on  the  soil  of  Catholicism,  and  that  therefore, 
apart  from  the  points  clearly  in  dispute,  we  must  suppose  agree- 
ment between  them  and  their  opponents.  It  is  not  superfluous 
to  recall  this  expressly.  The  confusion  to  which  the  failure  to 
note  this  presupposition  has  led  and  still  continually  leads  may 
be  seen,  e.g.,  in  the  relative  section  in  Dorner's  History  of  the 
development    of   the    doctrine    of   the   Person    of  Christ,    or   in 

not  applied  in  the  ancient  Church  to  these,  but  only  to  the  theologians  who  taught 
that  there  was  in  Christ  an  incarnation  of  God  the  Father  Himself.  It  was  not 
extended  to  the  earlier  Dynamistic  Monarchians,  because,  so  far  as  we  know,  the 
question  whether  God  consisted  of  one  or  more  persons  did  not  enter  into  the 
dispute  with  them.  In  a  wider  sense,  the  Monarchians  could  be  taken  also  to 
include  the  Arians,  and  all  those  theologians,  who,  while  they  recognised  the  personal 
independence  of  a  divine  nature  in  Christ,  yet  held  diis  natme  to  have  been  one 
created  by  God ;  in  any  case,  the  Arians  were  undoubtedly  connected  with  Paul  of 
Samosata  through  Lucian.  However,  it  is  not  advisable  to  extend  the  conception 
so  widely ;  for,  firstly,  we  would  thus  get  too  far  away  from  the  old  classification,  and, 
secondly,  it  is  not  to  be  overlooked  that,  even  in  the  case  of  the  most  thorough- 
going Arians,  their  Christology  reacted  on  their  doctrine  of  God,  and  their  strict 
Monotheism  was  to  some  extent  modified.  Hence,  both  on  historical  and  logical 
grounds,  it  is  best  for  our  purpose  to  understand  by  Monarchians  those  theologians 
exclusively  who  perceived  in  Jesus  either  a  man  filled,  in  a  unique  way,  with  the 
Spirit,  or  an  incarnation  of  God  the  Father;  with  the  reservation,  that  the  former 
in  certain  of  their  groups  regarded  the  Holy  Spirit  as  a  divine  Hypostasis,  and  were 
accordingly  no  longer  really  Monarchians  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  term.  For  the 
rest,  the  expression  "Monarchians"  is  in  so  far  inappropriate  as  their  opponents 
would  also  have  certainly  maintained  the  "monarchia"'  of  God.  .See  Teitulli.,  .A.dv. 
Prax.  3  f. ;  Epiphan.  H.  62.  3  :  oh  'Trohviefxv  sl^i^yovij.e^x,  äAAä  /^oväp%/äv  y.vi(.6TT0(j.£v. 
They  would  even  have  cast  back  at  the  Monarchians  the  reproach  that  they  were  destroy- 
ing the  monarchy.  '-'H  [jlovx^xix  tov  @eov  "  was  in  the  second  century  a  standing 
title  in  the  polemics  of  the  theologians  against  polytheists  and  Gnostics — see  the 
passages  collected  from  Justin,  Tdtian,  Irenreus  etc.  by  Coustant  in  his  Ep.  Dionysii 
adv.  Sabell.  (Routh,  Reliq.  Sacrne  III.,  p.  385  f.).  TertuUian  has  therefore  by  no 
means  used  the  term  "Monarchians"  as  if  he  were  thus  directly  branding  his 
opponents  as  heretical;  he  rather  names  them  by  their  favourite  catch-word  in  a 
spi-it  of  irony  (Adv.  Pi-ax  10;  "vanissimi  Monarchiani").  The  name  was  therefore 
not  really  synonymous  with  a  form  of  heresy  in  the  ancient  Church,  even  if  liere 
and  there  it  was  applied  to  the  opponents  of  the  doctrine  of  tlie  Trinity. 
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Krawutzcky's  study  on  the  origin  of  the  Didache.  '  The  so- 
called  Dynamistic  Monarchians  have  had  especially  to  sufifer 
from  this  criticism,  their  teaching  being  comfortably  disposed 
of  as  "Ebionitic".  However,  imperative  as  it  certainly  is,  in 
general,  to  describe  the  history  of  Monarchianism  without  refer- 
ence to  the  ancient  pre-Catholic  controversies,  and  only  to  bring 
in  the  history  of  Montanism  with  great  caution,  still  many  facts 
observed  in  reference  to  the  earliest  bodies  of  Monarchians  that 
come  clearly  before  us,  seem  to  prove  that  they  bore  features 
which  must  be  characterised  as  pre-Catholic,  but  not  un-Catholic. 
This  is  especially  true  of  their  attitude  to  certain  books  of  the 
New  Testament.  Undoubtedly  we  have  reason  even  here  to 
complain  of  the  scantiness  and  uncertainty  of  our  historical 
material.  The  Church  historians  have  attempted  to  bury  or 
distort  the  true  history  of  Monarchianism  to  as  great  an  extent 
as  they  passed  over  and  obscured  that  of  the  so-called  Monta- 
nism. At  a  very  early  date,  if  not  in  the  first  stages  of  the 
controversy,  they  read  Ebionitism  and  Gnosticism  into  the  theses 
of  their  opponents ;  they  attempted  to  discredit  their  theological 
works  as  products  of  a  specific  secularisation,  or  as  travesties, 
of  Christianity,  and  they  sought  to  portray  the  Monarchians 
themselves  as  renegades  who  had  abandoned  the  rule  of  faith 
and  the  Canon.  By  this  kind  of  polemics  they  have  made  it 
difficult  for  after  ages  to  decide,  among  other  things,  whether 
certain  peculiarities  of  Monarchian  bodies  in  dealing  with  the 
Canon  of  the  N.  T.  writings  spring  from  a  period  when  there 
was  as  yet  no  N.  T.  Canon  in  the  strict  Catholic  sense,  or 
whether  these  characteristics  are  to  be  regarded  as  deviations 
from  an  already  settled  authority,  and  therefore  innovations. 
Meanwhile,  looking  to  the  Catholicity  of  the  whole  character 
of  Monarchian  movements,  and,  further,  to  the  fact  that  no 
opposition  is  recorded  as  having  been  made  by  them  to  the 
N.  T.  Canon  after  its  essential  contents  and  authority  appear 
to  have  been  established;  considering,  finally,  that  the  Monta- 
nists,  and  even  the  Marcionites  and  Gnostics,  were  very  early 
charged  with  attempts  on  the  Catholic  Canon,  we  need  no  longer 

1    vSee  Theol.  Quartalschr.   1884,  p.  547  ff.  Krawutzcky  holds  the  Didache  to  be 
at  once  Ebionitic  and  Theodotian. 
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doubt  that  the  Monarchian  deviations  point  exclusively  to  a  time 
when  no  such  Canon  existed;  and  that  other  "heresies",  to  be 
met  with  in  the  older  groups,  are  to  be  criticised  on  the  under- 
standing that  the  Church  was  becoming,  but  not  yet  become, 
Catholic.  ^ 

The  history  of  IMonarchianism  is  no  clearer  than  its  rise  in 
the  form  of  particular  theological  tendencies.  Here  also  we  have 
before  us,  at  the  present  day,  only  scanty  fragments.  We  cannot 
always  trace  completely  even  the  settled  distinction  between 
Dynamistic — better,  Adoptian — and  Modalistic  Monarchianism  ;  '^ 
between  the  theory  that  made  the  power  or  Spirit  of  God  dwell 
in  the  man  Jesus,  and  the  view  that  sees  in  Him  the  incarnation 
of  the  deity  Himself.  ^ 

Certainly  the  common  element,  so  far  as  there  was  one,  of 
the  Monarchian  movements,  lay  in  the  form  of  the  conception 
of  God,  the  distinguishing  feature,  in  the  idea  of  revelation. 
But  all  the  phenomena  under  this  head  cannot  be  classified 
with  certainty,  apart  from  the  fact  that  the  most  numerous  and 
important  "systems"  exist  in  a  very  shaky  tradition.  A  really 
reliable  division  of  the  Monarchianism  that  in  all  its  forms 
rejected  the  idea  of  a  physical  fatherhood  of  God,  and  only 
saw  the  Son  of  God  in  the  historical  Jesus,  is  impossible  on 
the  strength  of  the  authorities  up  till  now  known  to  us. 
Apart  from  a  fragment  or  two  we  only  possess  accounts  by 
opponents.  The  chronology,  again,  causes  a  special  difliculty. 
Much  labour  has  been  spent  upon  it  since  the  discovery  of  the 
Philosophumena ;  but  most  of  the  details  have  remained  very 
uncertain.  The  dates  of  the  Alogi,  Artemas,  Praxeas,  Sabel- 
lius,  the  Antiochian  Synods  against  Paul  of  Samosata,  etc.,  have 
not  yet  been  firmly  settled.  The  concise  remarks  on  the  sub- 
ject  in  what    follows  rest  on  independent  labours.     Finally,  we 

^  It  is  very  remarkable  that  Irenceus  has  given  us  no  hint  in  his  great  work 
of  a  Monarchian  controversy  in  the  Church. 

-  It  was  pointed  out  above,  (Vol.  I.,  p.  193)  and  will  be  argued  more  fully 
later  on,  that  the  different  Christologies  could  pass  into  one  another. 

^  We  have  already  noticed,  Vol.  I.,  p.  195,  that  we  can  only  speak  of  a  naive 
Modalism  in  the  earlier  periods;  Modalism  first  appeared  as  an  exclusive  doctrine 
at  the  close  of  the  second  century;  see  under. 
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are  badly  informed  even  as  to  the  geographical  range  of  the 
controversies.  We  may,  however,  suppose,  with  great  probability, 
that  at  one  time  or  other  a  conflict  took  place  in  all  centres  of 
Christianity  in  the  Empire.  But  a  connected  history  cannot  be  given. 

2.     The  Secession  of  Dynaiuistic  MonarcJiianism  or 
Adoptianisvi. 

(a).    The  so-called  Alogi  in  Asia  Minor.  ^ 

Epiphanius "  and  Philastrius  (H.  60)  know,  from  the  Syntagma 
of  Hippolytus,  of  a  party  to  which  the  latter  had  given  the 
nickname  of  "Alogi".  Hippolytus  had  recorded  that  its  mem- 
bers rejected  the  Gospel  and  the  Apocalypse  of  John,  ^  attri- 
buting these  books  to  Cerinthus,  and  had  not  recognised  the 
Logos  of  God  to  whom  the  Holy  Spirit  had  borne  witness  in 
the  Gospel.  Hippolytus,  the  most  prolific  of  the  opponents  of 
the  heretics,  wrote,  besides  his  Syntagma,  a  special  work  against 
these    men    in  defence  of  the  Johannine  writings ;  "  and  he  per- 

1  Merkel,  Aufklärung  der  Streitigkeiten  der  Aloger,  1782:  Ileiuichen,  De  Alogis, 
1829;  Olshausen,  Echtheit  der  vier  Kanonischen  Evangelien,  p.  241  f.;  Schwegler, 
Montanismus,  p.  265  ff.  etc.;  Volkmar,  Hippolytus,  p.  1 12  f.;  Dölliuger,  Hippolytus 
u.  Kailistus,  p.  229  f.;  Lipsius,  Quellenkritik  des  Epiphanius,  p.  23  f.,  233  f.; 
Harnack  in  d.  Ztschr.  f.  d.  histor.  Theol.  1874,  p.  166  f.;  Lipsius,  Quellen  der 
ältesten  Ketzergeschichte,  p.  93  f.,  214  f.;  Zahn  in  d.  Ztschr.  für  die  histor.  Theol., 
1875,  p.  72  f.;  Caspari,  Quellen  III.,  p.  377  f.,  398  f.,  Soyres,  Montanism,  p.  49  f. ; 
Bonwetsch,  Montanismus  vv.  11.;  Iwanzov-Platouov,  Häresien  und  Schismen  der 
drei  ersten  Jahr,  i,  p.  233  f.;  Zahn,  Gesch.  d.  N.  T.  Kanons  I.,  p.  220  ff.;  Harnack, 
das  N.  T.  um  d.  J.  200,  p.  38  ff.;  Jülicher,  Theol.  Lit.  Ztg.,  1889,  No.  7;  Salmon 
i.  Hermathena,  1892,  p.  161   ff. 

-  Hser.  51;  after  him  Augustine  H.  30,  Prcedest.  H.  30  etc.  The  statement  of 
the  Prsedest.  that  a  Bishop  named  Philo  refuted  the  Alogi  is  worthless.  \\'hether 
the  choice  of  the  name  was  due  to  the  Alexandrian  Jew  is  unknown. 

•*  Nothing  is  reported  as  to  the  Letters.  Epiphanius  is  perhaps  right  in  represent- 
ing that  they  were  also  rejected  (I.e.  ch.  34);  but  perhaps  they  were  not  involved 
in  the  discussion. 

^  See  the  list  of  writings  on  the  statue  of  Hippolytus:  t/Te/i  rev  kxtx  iuxv\y'\-^v 
ivxyye^iov  kxi  aTroKXÄv^scuQ-,  and  Ebed  Jesu,  catal.  7  (Assemani,  Bibl.  Orient. 
III.  I,  15):  "Apologia  pro  apocalypsi  et  evangelio  Johannis  apostoli  et  evange- 
listse."  Besides  this  Hippolytus  wrote:  "Capita  ad  versus  Caium,"  a  Roman  sym- 
pathiser with  the  Alogi.  Of  this  writing  a  few  fragments  have  been  preserved 
(Gwynu,  Hermathena  VI.,  p.  397  f.;  Harnack,  Te.vte  und  Unters.  VI.  3,  p.  121  ff; 
Zahn,  Gesch.  des  N.  T.  Kanons,  IL,  p.  973  ff. 
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haps  also  attacked  them  in  another  work  aimed  at  all  Monarchi- 
ans. '  The  character  of  the  party  can  still  be  defined,  in  its 
main  features,  from  the  passages  taken  by  Epiphanius  from 
these  writings,  due  regard  being  given  to  Irenaeus  III.  ii,  9. 
The  Christological  problem  seems  not  to  have  occupied  a  fore- 
most place  in  the  discussion,  but  rather,  the  elimination  of  all 
docetic  leaven,  and  the  attitude  to  prophecy.  The  non-descript, 
the  Alogi,  were  a  party  of  the  radical,  anti-montanist,  opposi- 
tion in  Asia  Minor,  existing  within  the  Church — so  radical  that 
they  refused  to  recognise  the  Montanist  communities  as  Christian. 
They  wished  to  have  all  prophecy  kept  out  of  the  Church;  in 
this  sense  they  were  decided  contemners  of  the  Spirit  (Iren.  I.e. ; 
Epiph.  51,  ch.  35).  This  attitude  led  them  to  an  historical 
criticism  of  the  two  Johannine  books,  the  one  of  which  con- 
tained Christ's  announcement  of  the  Paraclete,  a  passage  which 
Montanus  had  made  the  most  of  for  his  own  ends,  while  the 
other  imparted  prophetic  revelations.  They  came  to  the  con- 
clusion, on  internal  grounds,  that  these  books  could  not  be 
genuine,  that  they  were  composed  "  in  the  name  of  John " 
[iig  cyoy,x  'Lvivvcy  ch.  3,  18),  and  that  by  Cerinthus 
(ch.  3,  4,);  the  books  ought  not  therefore  to  be  received  in  the 

*  It  is  certain  that  Epiphanius,  besides  the  relative  section  of  the  Syntagma,  also 
copied  at  least  a  second  writing  against  the  "Alogi",  and  it  is  probable  that  this 
likewise  came  from  Hippolytus.  The  date  of  its  composition  can  still  be  pretty 
accurately  determined  from  Epiphan.  H.  31,  ch.  33.  It  was  written  about  A.D.  234 ; 
for  Epiphanius'  authority  closes  the  period  of  the  Apostles  93  years  after  the 
Ascension,  and  remarks  that  since  that  date  112  years  had  elapsed.  Lipsius  has 
obtained  another  result,  but  only  by  an  emendation  of  the  text  which  is  unnecessary 
(see  Quellen  der  ältesten  Ketzergeschichte,  p.  109  f.).  Hippolytus  treats  his  un- 
named opponents  as  contemporaries;  but  a  closer  examination  shows  that  he  only 
knew  them  from  their  writings — of  which  there  were  several  (see  ch.  33),  and  there- 
fore knew  nothing  by  personal  observation  of  the  conditions  under  which  they 
appeared.  A  certain  criterion  of  the  age  of  these  writings,  and  therefore  of  the 
party  itself,  is  given  by  tlie  fact  that,  at  the  time  when  the  latter  flourished,  the 
only  Church  at  Tliyatira  was,  from  their  own  testimony,  Montanist,  while  the 
above-mentioned  authority  was  already  able  to  tell  of  a  rising  catholic  Church,  and 
of  other  Christian  communities  in  that  place.  A  Christian  of  Thyatira,  by  name 
Papylus,  appears  in  the  Martyrium  Carpi  et  Papyli  (see  Harnack,  Texte  u.  Unters. 
III.  3,  4).  The  date  when  this  movement  in  Asia  Minor  flourished  can  be  dis- 
covered more  definitely,  however,  by  a  combination,  proved  by  Zahn  to  be  justified, 
of  the  statements  of  Hippolytus  and  Irenceus  III.  11.  9.  According  to  this,  the 
party  existed  in  Asia  Minor,  A.D.  170 — 180. 
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Church  (ch.  3 :  cvk  a^ix  avrx  0x7iy  shxi  h  iy,z?.y,Tlx).  The 
Gospel  was  charged  with  containhig  what  was  untrue;  it  contra- 
dicted the  other  Gospels,  '  and  gave  a  quite  different  and,  in- 
deed, a  notoriously  false  order  of  events ;  it  was  devoid  of  any 
sort  of  arrangement;  it  omitted  important  facts  and  inserted 
new  ones  which  were  inconsistent  with  the  Synoptic  Gospels ; 
and  it  was  docetic. "  Against  the  Apocalypse  it  was  alleged, 
above  all,  that  its  contents  were  often  unintelligible,  nay,  ab- 
surd and  untrue  (ch.  32 — 34).  They  ridiculed  the  seven  angels 
and  seven  trumpets,  and  the  four  angels  by  the  Euphrates ; 
and  on  Rev.  II.  18,  they  supposed  that  there  was  no  Christian 
community  in  Thyatira  at  the  time,  and  that  accordingly  the 
Epistle  was  fictitious.  Moreover,  the  objections  to  the  Gospel 
must  also  have  included  the  charge  (ch.  18)  that  it  favoured 
Docetism,  seeing  that  it  passed  at  once  from  the  incarnation 
of  the  Logos  to  the  work  of  the  ministry  of  Christ.  In  this 
connection  they  attacked  the  expression  "Logos"  for  the  Son 
of  God ;  ^  indeed,  they  scented  Gnosticism  in  it,  contrasted 
John  I.  with  the  beginning  of  Mark's  Gospel,  *  and  arrived  at 
the  result,  that  writings  whose  contents  were  partly  docetic, 
partly  sensuously  Jewish  and  unworthy  of  God,  must  have  been 
composed  by  Cerinthus,  the  gnosticising  Judaist.  In  view  of  this 
fact  it  is  extremely  surprising  to  notice  how  mildly  the  party 
was  criticised  and  treated  by  Irenaeus  as  well  as  by  Hippolytus. 
The  former  distinguishes  them  sharply  from  the  declared 
heretics.  He  places  them  on  a  line  with  the  Schismatics,  who 
gave   up    communion  with  the  Church  on  account  of  the  hypo- 

1  Epiph.  LI.,  ch.  4  :  <^x(T>cova-i  on  oh  (Tv(i^uve'i  tx  ßißXi'x  tov  ^laixwov  toT?  äoi- 
7ro7g  ccttoo-töäok;,  ch.  l8:  to  evxyyeÄiov  to  £i(;  ovofix  'luxvvov  ^sv^stxi  .  .  .  Äsyova-i 
TO  KXTX  ''Iciixvvviv  si/xyyeAiov,  eTreiSii  (iif  tx  xutx  toIi;  xttoo-töäok;  'i^vf,  xhxisTOv 
sivxi. 

2  Epiphanius  has  preserved  for  us  in  part  the  criticism  of  the  Alogi  on  John 
I.  II.,  and  on  the  Johaunine  chronology  (ch.  3,  4,  15,  18,  22,  26,  28,  29).  In  their 
conception  the  Gospel  of  Jolin  precluded  the  human  birth  and  development  of  Jesus. 

'  Epiph.  LI.  3,  28:  tov  hoyov  tov  ®sov  xToßx^^ÄovTxi  tov  Six  'luixvvv^v  y.^pvx- 
SevTX. 

*  Epiph.  LI.,  ch.  6:  ^iyovctv  'iJoy  SevTipov  suxyy£?.iov  Ttifi  Xpia-TcC  s-if/zaTvov 
xxi    ovhxjjLOV     Ävwflfv    Äiyov    tiJv   yevvt^criv   xÄÄx,   (fiicr/v,   'Ei/   Tii   'lopSxvyj   y.xrvjÄis   TC 

XVSVfiX    'fT'    «VTÖV    KXI    (f/CilVt^-     OÜTOi    ((TTIV    6     ViOi    0    XyXTTilTÖt;,    'sifi    OV    yivSsKijS-X. 
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crites  to  be  found  in  it.  He  approves  of  their  decided  opposition 
to  all  pseudo-prophetic  nonsense,  and  he  only  complains  that 
in  their  zeal  against  the  bad  they  had  also  fought  against  the 
good,  and  had  sought  to  eject  all  prophecy.  In  short,  he  feels 
that  between  them  and  the  Montanists,  whom  likewise  he  did 
not  look  on  as  heretics,  '  he  held  the  middle  position  maintained 
by  the  Church,  And  so  with  Hippolytus.  The  latter,  apart 
from  features  which  he  could  not  but  blame,  confirms  the  con- 
formity to  the  Church,  claimed  by  the  party  itself  (ch.  3),  and 
conspicuous  in  their  insistence  on  the  harmony  of  the  Scriptures 
{7'j[/,(p:üvix  Tciv  ßiß?.ccy). '  He  nowhere  sets  them  on  a  line  with 
Cerinthus,  Ebion,  etc.,  and  he  has  undoubtedly  treated  even 
their  Christological  views,  on  which  Irenaeus  had  communicated 
no  information,  more  mildly,  because  he  found  so  much  in  them 
of  an  anti-docetic,  anti-montanistic  nature,  with  which  he  could 
agree.  But  what  was  their  teaching  as  to  Christ  ?  If  Lipsius  ^ 
were  correct  in  his  opinion  that  the  Alogi  only  saw  in  Jesus 
a  man  naturally  procreated,  that  they  only  pretended  to  hold 
by  the  current  doctrine,  then  the  attitude  to  them  of  Irenaeus 
and  Hippolytus  would  be  incomprehensible.  But  our  authority 
gives  no  support  to  such  a  view.  It  rather  shows  plainly  that 
the  Alogi  recognised  the  first  three  Gospels,  and  consequently 
f/ie  miraculous  birth  from  the  Holy  Ghost  and  the  virgin.  They 
placed,  however,  the  chief  emphasis  on  the  human  life  of  Jesus, 
on  his  birth,  baptism,  and  temptation  as  told  by  the  Synoptics, 
and  for  this  very  reason  rejected  the  formula  of  the  Logos,  as 
well  as  the  "birth  from  above",  i.e.,  the  eternal  generation  of 
Christ.  The  equipment  of  Christ  at  his  baptism  was  to  them, 
in  view  of  Mark,  ch.  I.,  of  crucial  importance  (see  p.  16,  Note  4) 
and  thus  they  would  assume,  without  themselves  making  use 
of  the  phrase   "a  mere  man"  {inKlq  aT/öpcoTrog),  an  advancement 

^  This  milder  criticism — and  neither  Montanists  nor  Alogi  stand  in  Irenaeus' 
catalogue  of  heretics^— naturally  did  not  prevent  the  view  that  those  "unhappy 
people"  had  got  intc  an  extremely  bad  position  by  their  opposition  to  the  prophetic 
activity  of  the  Spirit  in  the  Church,  and  had  fallen  into  the  unforgivable  sin  against 
the  Holy  Ghost. 

"    In  Epiph.  LI.,  ch.  4:  SoxoVg-i  kxI  xutoi  tx  ''hjU  Vi\ü-i  7:n7Tiuii'j. 

3    Quellen,  p.   102  f.,  112. 
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[rpoKOTT'/j)     of    the    Christ,    ordained   at   his    baptism   to    be    Son 
of  God. ' 

The  earhest  opponents  known  to  us  of  the  Logos  Christ- 
ology  were  men  whose  adherence  to  the  position  of  the 
Church  in  Asia  Minor  was  strongly  marked.  This  attitude  of 
theirs  was  exhibited  in  a  decided  antagonism  both  to  the  Gnosti- 
cism, say,  of  Cerinthus,  and  to  "  Kataphrygian "  prophecy.  In 
their  hostihty  to  the  latter  they  anticipated  the  development  of 
the  Church  by  about  a  generation ;  while  rejecting  all  prophecy 
and  "gifts  of  the  Spirit"  (ch.  35).  they,  in  doing  so,  gave  the 
clearest  revelation  of  their  Catholic  character.  Since  they  did 
not  beheve  in  an  age  of  the  Paraclete,  nor  entertain  material- 
istic hopes  about  the  future  state,  they  could  not  reconcile 
themselves  to  the  Johannine  writings;  and  their  attachment  to 
the  conception  of  Christ  in  the  Synoptics  led  them  to  reject 
the  Gospel  of  the  Logos.  An  explicitly  Church  party  could 
not  have  ventured  to  promulgate  such  views,  if  they  had  been 
confronted  by  a  Canon  already  closed,  and  giving  a  fixed  place 
to  these  Johannine  books.  The  uncompromising  criticism,  both 
internal  and  external — as  in  the  hypothesis  of  the  Cerinthian 
authorship — to  which  these  were  subjected,  proves  that,  when 
the  party  arose,  no  Catholic  Canon  existed  as  yet  in  Asia  Minor, 
and  that,  accordingly,  the  movement  was  almost  as  ancient  as 
that  of  the  Montanists,  which  it  followed  very  closely.  ■  On  this 

1  It  is  not  quite  certain  whether  we  may  apiieal  to  the  words  in  Epiph.  LI., 
ch.    18  (20):   voi^i^ovTSt;  XTTO   Mcupiizi;  nxl  Ssvpo  XpKT-rbv  xvtov  xx^£7a'ixi  Kxi  viov  @sov, 

KXt      elvXl      l-iSV      TTpÖTSpOV     yl/l?\ÖV    ÄväpWTOV,    KXTX    TTpOHOTTiiv    Se    £IÄii(^£VXI    TJJV    TOV    @tOV 

TrpoiTi^yopixv. 

-  As  regards  the  problem  of  the  origin  and  gradual  reception  of  the  Johannine 
writings,  and  especially  of  the  Gospel,  their  use  by  Montanus,  and  their  abrupt  i-ejeclion 
by  the  Alogi,  are  of  the  greatest  significance,  especially  when  we  bear  in  mind  the 
Churchly  character  of  the  latter.  The  rise  of  such  an  opposition  in  the  very  region  in 
which  the  Gospel  undoubtedly  first  came  to  light;  the  application  to  the  fourth  of  a 
standard  derived  from  the  Synoptic  Gospels;  the  denial  without  scruple,  of  its  apostolic 
origin;  are  facts  which  it  seems  to  me  have,  at  the  present  day,  not  been  duly 
appreciated.  We  must  not  weaken  their  force  by  an  appeal  to  the  dogmatic  character 
of  the  criticism  practised  by  the  Alogi ;  the  attestation  of  the  Gospel  cannot 
have  been  convincing,  if  such  a  criticism  was  ventured  on  in  the  Church.  Eut 
the    Alogi    distinctly  denied   to  John  and  ascribed  to  Cerinthus  the  Apocalypse  as 
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understanding,  the  party  had  a  legitimate  place  within  the  devel- 
oping Catholic  Church,  and  only  so  can  we  explain  the  criti- 
cism which  their  writings  encountered  in  the  period  immediately 
succeeding.  Meanwhile,  the  first  express  opposition  with  which 
we  are  acquainted  to  the  Logos  Christology  was  raised  within 
the  Church,  by  a  party  which,  yet,  must  be  conceived  by  us 
to  have  been  in  many  respects  specifically  secularised.  For  the 
radical  opposition  to  Montanism,  and  the  open,  and  at  the  same 
time  jesting,  criticism  on  the  Apocalypse,  '  can  only  be  so  re- 
garded. Yet  the  preference  of  the  Logos  Christology  to  others 
is  itself  indeed,  as  Celsus  teaches,  a  symptom  of  secularisation 
and  innovation  in  the  creed.  The  Alogi  attacked  it  on  this 
ground  when  they  took  it  as  promoting  Gnosticism  (Docetism). 
But  they  also  tried  to  refute  the  Logos  Doctrine  and  the  Logos 
Gospel  on  historical  grounds,  by  a  reference  to  the  Synoptic 
Gospels.  TJie  representatives  of  this  inovement  were,  as  far  as 
we  kiiozv,  the  first  to  itndertake  zviiJtin  the  Churcli  a  historical 
criticism,  zuorthy  of  the  name,  of  the  Ch?-istian  Scriptures  and 
the  Church  traditioii.  They  first  confronted  John's  Gospel  with 
the  Synoptics,  and  found  numerous  contradictions;  Epiphanius, — 
and  probably,  before  him,  Hippolytus, — called  them,  therefore, 
word-hunters  [y.s'iif^Vt^zxj'm:;  H.  51,  ch.  34).  They  and  their  oppo- 
nents could  retort  on  each  other  the  charge  of  introducing 
innovations ;  but  we  cannot  mistake  the  fact  that  the  larger 
proportion  of  innovations  is  to  be  looked  for  on  the  side  of 
the  Alogi.  How  long  the  latter  held  their  ground;  how,  when, 
and  by  whom  they  were  expelled  from  the  Church  in  Asia 
Minor,  we  do  not  know. 


well  as  the  Gospel.  Of  Cerinthus  we  know  far  too  little  to  be  justified  in  sharing 
in  the  holy  horror  of  the  Church  Fathers.  But  even  if  the  above  hypothesis  is 
false,  and  it  is  in  fact  very  probable  that  it  is,  yet  the  very  fact  that  it  could  be 
set  up  by  Churchmen  is  instructive  enough;  for  it  shows  us,  what  we  do  not  know 
from  any  other  source,  that  the  Johannine  writings  met  with,  and  had  to  overcome, 
opposition  in  their  birth-place. 

1  The  Roman  Caius  took  over  this  criticism  from  them,  as  is  shown  by  Hip- 
polytus' Cap.  adv.  Caium.  But,  like  Theodotus,  to  be  mentioned  presently,  he 
rejected  the  view  of  the  Alogi  as  regards  John's  Gospel. 
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(b).    The    Roman    Adoptians.— Theodotus    the    leather-worker 

and    his  party:  Asclepiodotus,  Hermophilus,   Apollonides, 

Theodotus  the  money-changer,  and  also  the 

Artemonites.  ^ 

Towards  the  end  of  the  episcopate  of  Eleutherus,  or  at  the 
beginning  of  that  of  Victor  (±  190)  there  came  from  Byzantium 
to    Rome    the    leather-worker    Theodotus,    who    afterwards    was 

1  See  Kapp,  Hist.  Artemonis,  1737;  Hagemann,  Die  römische  Kirche  in  den  drei 
ersten  Jahrh.,  1864;  Lipsius,  Quellenkritik,  p.  235  f.;  Lipsius,  Chronologie  der 
römischen  Bischöfe,  p.  173  f.;  Harnack,  iu  the  Ztschr.  f.  d.  hist.  Theol.,  1874, 
p.  200;  Caspari,  Quellen  III.,  pp.  318 — 321,  404  f.;  Langen,  Geschichte  der  römi- 
schen Kirche  I.,  p.  192  f.;  Caspari,  Om  Melchizedekiternes  eller  Theodotianerues 
eller  Athinganernes  Laerdomme  og  om  hvad  de  herve  at  sige,  naar  de  skulle  bline 
optagne  i.  den  kristelige  Kirke,  in  the  Tidsskr  f.  d.  evang.  luth.  Kirke.  Ny  Raekke, 
Bd.  VIII.,  part  3,  pp.  307 — 337.  Authorities  for  the  older  Theodotus  are;  (i)  the 
Syntagma  of  Hippolytus  according  to  Epiph.  H.  54,  Philaster  H.  50.  and  Pseudo- 
TertuU.  H.  28;  (2)  the  Philosophumena  VII.  35,  X.  23,  IX.  3,  12,  X.  27;  (3)  the 
fragment  of  Hippolytus  against  Noetus,  ch.  3.  4)  the  fragments  from  the  so-called 
Little  Labyrinth  (in  Euseb.  H.  E.  V.  28),  which  was  perhaps  by  Hippolytus,  and 
was  written  in  the  fourth  decade  of  the  third  century,  and  after  the  Philosophumena. 
This  work  was  directed  against  Roman  Dynamistic  Monarchians  under  the  leader- 
ship of  a  certain  Artemas,  who  are  to  be  distinguished  from  the  Theodotians. 
(For  the  age  and  author  of  the  Little  Labyrinth,  and  for  its  connection  with  the 
writings  against  the  Alogi  and  against  Noetus;  also  for  the  appearance  of  Artemas, 
which  is  not  to  be  dated  before  ±  235 :  see  Caspari,  Quellen  I.e.,  and  my  art. 
"Monarchianismus",  p.  186).  Eusebius  has  confined  his  extracts  from  the  Little 
Labyrinth  to  such  as  deal  with  the  Theodotians.  These  extracts  and  Philos.  Lib.  X. 
are  used  by  Theodoret  (II.  F.  II.  4.  5);  it  is  not  probable  that  the  latter  had  him- 
self examined  the  Little  Labyrinth.  A  writing  of  Theodotus  seems  to  have  been 
made  use  of  in  the  Syntagma  of  Hippolytus.  As  regards  the  younger  Theodotus,  his 
name  has  been  handed  down  by  the  Little  Labyrinth,  the  Philosoph.  (VII.  36)  and 
Pseudo-TertuU.  H.  29  (Theodoret  H.  F.  II.  6).  The  Syntagma  tells  of  a  party  of 
Melchizedekians,  which  is  traced  in  the  Philosoph,  and  by  the  Pseudo-TertuU ian  to 
the  younger  Theodotus,  but  neither  the  party  nor  its  founder  is  named.  Very 
mysterious  in  contents  and  origin  is  the  piece,  edited  for  the  first  time  from  Parisian 
MSS.  by  Caspari  (see  above):  7rep<  'M.s^xtas^entxvöov  xxi  QsoSonxväv  ksci  'ASiy- 
yxvuv.  The  only  controversial  wi-iting  known  to  us  against  Artemas  (Artemon)  is 
the  Little  Labyrinth.  Unfortunately  Eusebius  has  not  excerpted  the  passages  aimed 
at  him.  Artemas  is,  again,  omitted  in  the  Syntagma  and  in  the  Philosoph.  For  this 
reason  Epiphanius,  Pseudo-TertuU.  and  Philaster  have  no  articles  expressly  dealing 
with  him.  He  is,  however,  mentioned  prominently  in  the  edict  of  the  last  Synod 
of  Antioch  held  to  oppose  Paul  of  Samosata  (so  also  in  the  Ep.  Alexandri  in 
Theodoret  II.  E.  I.  3  and  in  Pamphilus'  Apology  Pro  Orig.  in  Routh,  Reliq.  S.  IV. 
p.  367);  therefore  many  later  writers  against  the  heretics  have  named  him  (Epipii. 
H.  65.   I,  esp.  Theodoret  H.  F.  II.  6.  etc.).  Finally,  let  it  be  noticed  that  the  state- 
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characterised  as  the  "  founder,  leader,  and  father  of  the  God- 
denying  revolt",  i.e.,  of  Adoptianism.  Hippolytus  calls  him  a 
"rag"  {iXTTOTTTxai^x)  of  the  Alogi,  and  it  is  in  fact  not  improb- 
able that  he  came  from  the  circle  of  those  theologians  of  Asia 
Minor.  Stress  is  laid  on  his  unusual  culture ;  "  he  was  supreme 
in  Greek  culture,  very  learned  in  science"  {sv  Trxi^six  'E>J.y!yiz^ 
(Xzpoc,  '7roÄvy.xö-/^g  toxj  "Koyo'S)'^  and  he  was,  therefore,  highly  re- 
spected in  his  native  city.  All  we  know  for  certain  of  his  history 
is  that  he  was  excommunicated  by  the  Roman  Bishop,  Victor, 
on  account  of  the  Christology  which  he  taught  in  Rome  (Euseb. 
V.  28.  6:  oc-äszYi^'ü^s  Tyjg  xoivcovlxg);  his  is,  therefore,  the  first 
case  of  which  ive  are  certain,  where  a  Christian  who  took  his 
stand  on  the  ride  of  faith  was  yet  treated  as  a  heretic.  '  As 
regards  his  teaching,  the  Philosophumena  expressly  testify  to 
the  orthodoxy  of  Theodotus  in  his  theology  and  cosmology.  ^ 
In  reference  to  the  Person  of  Christ  he  taught:  that  Jesus 
was  a  man,  who,  by  a  special  decree  of  God,  was  born  of  a 
virgin  through  the  operation  of  the  Holy  Spirit;  but  that  we 
were  not  to  see  in  him  a  heavenly  being,  who  had  assumed 
flesh  in  the  virgin.  After  the  piety  of  his  life  had  been  thoroughly 
tested,  the  Holy  Ghost  descended  upon  him  in  baptism ;  by 
this  means  he  became  Christ  and  received  his  equipment 
(hvvxyisic)  for  his  special  vocation ;  and  he  demonstrated  the 
righteousness,  in  virtue  of  which  he  excelled  all  men,  and  was, 
of  necessity,  their  authority.  Yet  the  descent  of  the  Spirit  upon 
Jesus  was  not  sufficient  to  justify  the  contention  that  he  was 
now   "God".     Some  of  the  followers  of  Theodotus  represented 

ments  in  the  Synodicon  Pappi,  and  in  the  Praedestinatus  are  worthless,  and  that 
the  identification  of  the  younger  Theodotus  with  the  Gnostic  of  the  same  name, 
extracts  from  whose  works  we  possess,  is  inadmissable,  not  less  so  than  the  iden- 
tification with  Theodotus,  the  Montanist,  of  whom  we  are  informed  hy  Eusebius. 
In  this  we  agrt-e  with  Zahn  (Forschungen  III.,  p.  123)  against  Neauder  and  Dorner, 
As  an  authority  for  the  Roman  Monarchians,  Novatian,  De  Trinitate,  also  falls  to 
be  considered. 

1  It  is  significant  that  this  took  place  in  Rome.  The  Syntagma  is  further  able 
to  tell  that  Theodotus  had  denied  Christ  during  the  persecution  in  his  native  city 
before  he  came  to  Rome.  See  on  this  point  my  article  on  Monarchianism,  p.   187. 

-  VII.  35  :  (^XTy-M-j  TX  Trept  i-iev  tJji;  tov  ttxvtoz  xfX^Z  ffvi-i^puvx  sk  (j,sf.ov;  rcli; 
T>5?  x^yjöovi;  £xxAi}<7/«{,  i/TO  roO  Qeov  ttxvtx  C{j.oKoym  yeyovsvxi. 
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Jesus  as  having  become  God  through  the  resurrection ;  others 
disputed  even  this. '  This  Christology,  Theodotus  and  his  party 
sought  to  prove  from  Scripture.  Philaster  says  in  general  terms : 
"they  use  the  chapters  of  Scripture  which  tell  of  Christ  as  man, 
but  they  avoid  those  which  speak  of  him  as  God,  reading  and 
by  no  means  understanding"  (Utuntur  capitulis  scripturarum 
quae  de  Christo  veluti  de  homine  edocent,  quae  autem  ut  deo 
dicunt  ea  vero  non  accipiunt,  legentes  et  nullo  modo  intelle- 
gentes).  Epiphanius  has,  fortunately,  preserved  for  us  fragments 
of  the  biblical  theological  investigations  of  Theodotus,  by  the  help 
of  the  Syntagma.  These  show  that  there  was  no  longer  any 
dispute  as  to  the  extent  of  the  N.  T.  Canon;  the  Gospel  of 
John  is  recognised,  and  in  this  respect  also  Theodotus  is  Catho- 
lic. The  investigations  are  interesting,  however,  because  they 
are  worked  out  by  the  same  prosaic  methods  of  exegesis,  adopted 
in  the  above  discussed  works  of  the  Alogi. ' 

^  Philos.  VII.  35:  ©£ov  Se  ohosTrors  tovtov  ysyovevsii  Oi^ovtriv  It/  tJ)  xx^öScü 
rov  "rrvevfj.ixro^,  eTspoi  Si  izsrx  rviv  sa  vsKpuv  xvxiTra:(riv.  The  description  in  the 
text  is  substantially  taken  from  the  Philos.,  with  wliose  account  the  contents  of  the 
.Syntagma  are  not  inconsistent.  The  statement  that  Theodotus  denied  the  birth  by 
the  virgin  is  simply  a  calumny,  first  alleged  by  Epiphanius.  The  account  of  the 
Philos.  seems  unreliable,  at  most,  on  a  single  point,  viz.,  where,  interpreting  Theo- 
dotus, it  calls  the  Spirit  which  descended  at  the  baptism  "Christ"  But  possibly 
this  too  is  correct,  seeing  that  Hermas,  and,  later,  the  author  of  the  Acta  Archelai 
have  also  identified  the  Holy  Spirit  with  the  Son  of  God.  (Compare  also  what 
Origen  [Trspt  xpx-  pref.]  has  reported  as  Church  tradition  on  the  Holy  Spirit.)  In 
that  case  we  would  only  have  to  substitute  the  "Son  of  God "  for  "  Christ ",  and  to 
suppose  that  Hippolytus  chose  the  latter  term  in  order  to  be  able  to  characterise 
the  teaching  of  Theodotus  as  Gnostic  (Cerinthian).  On  the  possibility  that  the  Theo- 
dotians,  however,  really  named  the  Holy  Spirit  "Christ",  see  later  on. 

"  Epiphanius  mentions  the  appeal  of  the  Theodutians  to  Deut.  XYFII.  15;  Jer. 
XVII.  9;  Isa.  LIII.  2  f.;  Mat.  XII.  31;  Luke  I.  35;  John  VIII.  40;  Acts  II.  22; 
I  Tim.  II.  5.  They  deduced  from  Mat.  XII.  31,  that  the  Holy  Spirit  held  a  higher  place 
than  the  Son  of  Man.  The  treatment  of  the  verses  in  Deut.  and  Luke  is  especially 
instructive.  In  the  former  Theodotus  emphasised,  not  only  the  "  TrpOiP^iTi^v  ut;  s/zs  ", 
and  the  "-en  ruv  xSs^.iPüiv'\  but  also  the  "lysps/",  and  concluded  referring  the 
passage  to  the  Resurrection:  0  ex  @sov  kysipoiJ-svo^  Xpia-roi;  ouroq  olrn  vfv  ©so?  iAAi 
x-jäpuTTO^,  STTsiSii  e%  »lirSiv  >iv,  w?  y.xl  MwL/trif?  ÄvipftJTo?  yjv — accordingly  the  resus- 
citated Christ  was  not  God.  On  Luke  I.  35  he  argued  thus:  "The  Gospel  itself  says 
in  reference  to  Mary:  'the  Spirit  of  the  Lord  will  come  upon  thee';  but  it  does 
not  say:  'the  Spirit  of  the  Lord  will  be  in  thy  body',  or,' will  enter  into  thee.' " — 
Further,  if  we  may  trust  Epiphanius,  Tlieodotus  sought  to  divide  the  sentence — 
Sio    KXi    TO    ysvvMiisvov  £K  (70V  xyiov  KAvidyiasTXi  vioq  &SOV — ,  from  the  first  half  of 
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Theodotus'  form  of  teaching  was,  even  in  the  hfe-time  of 
its  author,  held  in  Rome  to  be  intolerable,  and  that  by  men 
disposed  to  Modalism — e.g.,  the  Bishop  himself,  see  under — as 
well  as  by  the  representatives  of  the  Logos  Christology.  It  is 
certain  that  he  was  excommunicated  by  Victor,  accordingly 
before  A.D.  199,  on  the  charge  of  teaching  that  Christ  was 
"mere  man"  {;iir/.o:  ccy^pccvroc).  We  do  not  know  how  large  his 
following  was  in  the  city.  We  cannot  put  it  at  a  high  figure, 
since  in  that  case  the  Bishop  would  not  have  ventured  on  ex- 
communication. It  must,  however,  have  been  large  enough  to 
allow  of  the  experiment  of  forming  an  independent  Church. 
This  was  attempted  in  the  time  of  the  Roman  Bishop  Zephyrine 
(199 — 218)  by  the  most  important  of  the  disciples  of  Theodotus, 
viz.,  Theodotus  the  money-changer,  and  a  certain  Asclepiodotus. 
It  is  extremely  probable  that  both  of  these  men  were  also 
Greeks.  A  native,  Natalius  the  confessor,  was  induced,  so  we 
are  told  by  the  Little  Labyrinth,  to  become  Bishop  of  the  party, 
at  a  salary  of  150  denarii  a  month.  The  attempt  failed.  The 
oppressed  Bishop  soon  deserted  and  returned  into  the  bosom  of 
the  great  Church.  It  was  told  that  he  had  been  persuaded  by 
visions  and  finally  by  blows  with  which  "  holy  angels  "  pursued 
him  during  the  night.  The  above  undertaking  is  interesting  in 
itself,  since  it  proves  how  great  had  already  become  the  gulf 
between  the  Church  and  these  Monarchians  in  Rome,  about 
A.D.  210;  but  still  more  instructive  is  the  sketch  given  of  the 
leaders  of  the  party  by  the  Little  Labyrinth,  a  sketch  that 
agrees  excellently  with  the  accounts  given  of  the  "Äs^iö'/jpcvvTsg' 
in    Asia,    and  of  the  exegetic  labours  of  the  older  Theodotus.  ' 

the  verse,  as  if  the  words  "^<o  Kxt"  did  not  exist,  so  that  he  obtained  the  meaning 
that  the  Sonship  of  Christ  would  only  begin  later, — subsequent  to  the  test.  Perhaps, 
however,  Theodotus  entirely  deleted  "J;o  y.ocV\  just  as  he  also  read  "ttvei///«  jst/p/ov" 
for  "xvEv/z«  ciytov"  in  order  to  avoid  all  ambiguity.  And  since  Hippolytus  urges 
against  him  that  John  I.  14  did  not  contain  ^^rb  Tvsviix  o-3;/)|  lygvf to",  Theodotus 
must  at  least  have  interpreted  the  word  '■^Aoyot;''  in  the  sense  of  ^'■ttvsvizx"  -^  and 
an  ancient  formula  really  ran:  '•'•XpiTTO^  uv  (/.Iv  to  v^mtov  TrvevjjLx  eysviro  o-«/)?" 
(2  Clem.  IX.  5),  where  later  "A070?"  was,  indeed,  inserted  in  place  of  "tv£0/zä  ". 
See  the  Cod.  Constantinop. 

1  Euseb.  (H.  E.  V.  28):  "They  falsified  the  Holy  Scriptures  without  scruple, 
rejected  the  standards  of  the  ancient  faith,  and  misunderstood  Christ.  For  they 
did    not    examine    what    the    Scriplures  said,  but  cax^efully  considered  what  logical 


24  HISTORY   OF   DOGMA  [Chap.  r. 

The  offence  charged  against  the  Theodotians  was  three- 
fold: the  grammatical  and  formal  exegesis  of  Holy  Scripture,  the 
trenchant  textual  criticism,  and  the  thorough-going  study  of 
Logic,  Mathematics,  and  the  empirical  sciences.  It  would  seem 
at  a  first  glance  as  if  these  men  were  no  longer  as  a  rule  inter- 
ested in  theology.  But  the  opposite  was  the  case.  Their  oppo- 
nent had  himself  to  testify  that  they  pursued  grammatical  exe- 
gesis "in  order  to  prove  their  godless  tenets,"  textual  criticism 
in  order  to  correct  the  manuscripts  of  the  Holy  Scriptures,  and 
philosophy  "  in  order  by  the  science  of  unbelievers  to  support 
their  heretical  conception."  He  had  also  to  bear  witness  to  the 
fact  that  these  scholars  had  not  tampered  with  the  inspiration 
of  the  Holy  Scriptures,  or  the  extent  of  the  Canon  (V.  28.  18).  ^ 
Their  whole  work,  therefore,  was  in  the  service  of  their  theology. 
But  the  method  of  this  work, — and  we  can  infer  it  to  have 
been  also  that  of  the  Alogi  and  the  older  Theodotus — conflicted 
with   the    dominant   theological    method.     Instead   of  Plato   and 

figure  they  could  obtain  from  it  that  would  prove  their  godless  teaching.  And 
if  any  one  brought  before  them  a  passage  from  Holy  Scripture,  they  asked  whether 
a  conjunctive  or  disjunctive  figure  could  be  made  of  it.  They  set  aside  the  Holy 
Scriptures  of  God,  and  employ  themselves,  instead,  with  geometry,  being  men  who 
are  earthly,  and  talk  of  what  is  earthly,  and  know  not  what  comes  from  above. 
Some  of  them,  therefore,  study  the  geometry  of  Euclid  with  the  greatest  devotion ; 
Aristotle  and  Theophrastus  are  admired;  Galen  is  even  worshipped  by  some.  But 
what  need  is  there  of  words  to  show  that  men  who  misuse  the  sciences  of  the 
unbelievers  to  prove  their  heretical  views,  and  falsify  with  their  own  godless  cunning 
the  plain  faith  of  Scripture,  do  not  even  stand  on  the  borders  of  the  faith  ?  They 
have  therefore  laid  their  hands  so  unscrupulously  on  the  Holy  Scriptures  under 
the  pretext  that  they  had  only  amended  it  critically  {hupSüJusvixi).  He  who  will 
can  convince  himself  that  this  is  no  calumny.  For,  if  one  should  collect  the 
manuscripts  of  any  one  of  them  and  compare  them,  he  would  find  them  differ  in 
many  passages.  At  least,  the  manuscripts  of  Asclepiodotus  do  not  agree  with  those 
of  Theodotus.  But  we  can  have  examples  of  this  to  excess ;  for  their  scholars  have 
noted  with  ambitious  zeal  all  that  any  one  of  them  has,  as  they  say,  critically 
amended,  /.?.,  distorted  (effaced?).  Again,  with  these  the  manuscripts  of  Hermo- 
philus  do  not  agree ;  and  those  of  ApoUonides  even  differ  from  each  other.  For 
if  we  compare  the  manuscripts  first  restored  by  them  (him  r)  with  the  later  re-corrected 
copies,  variations  are  found  in  many  places.  But  some  of  them  have  not  even 
found  it  worth  the  trouble  to  falsify  the  Holy  Scriptures,  but  have  simply  rejected 
the  Law  and  the  Prophets,  and  have  by  this  lawless  and  godless  doctrine  hurled 
themselves,  under  the  pretext  of  grace,  into  the  deepest  abyss  of  perdition. 

1    See  under. 
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Zeno,  the  Adoptians  revered  the  Empiricists ;  instead  of  the  alle- 
gorical interpretation  of  Scripture,  the  grammatical  was  alone 
held  to  be  valid;  instead  of  simply  accepting  or  capriciously 
trimming  the  traditional  text,  an  attempt  was  made  to  discover 
the  original.  How  unique  and  valuable  is  this  information  I 
How  instructive  it  is  to  observe  that  this  method  struck  the  dis- 
ciple of  the  Apologists  and  Irenaeus  '  as  strange,  nay,  even  as 
heretical,  that  while  he  would  have  seen  nothing  to  object  to 
in  the  study  of  Plato,  he  was  seized  with  horror  at  the  idea  of 
Aristotle,  Euclid,  and  Galen,  being  put  in  the  place  of  Plato ! 
The  difference  was,  indeed,  not  merely  one  of  method.  In  the 
condition  of  the  theology  of  the  Church  at  that  time,  it  could 
not  be  supposed  that  religious  conviction  was  especially  strong 
or  ardent  in  men  who  depreciated  the  religious  philosophy  of 
the  Greeks.  For  whence,  if  not  from  this  source,  or  from 
Apocalyptics,  did  men  then  derive  a  distinctively  pious  enthusi- 
asm ?  -  It  is  also  little  to  be  wondered  at  that  the  attempt 
made  by  these  scholars  to  found  a  Church  in  Rome,  was  so 
quickly  wrecked.  They  were  fated  to  remain  officers  without 
an  army ;  for  with  grammar,  textual  criticism,  and  logic  one 
could  only  throw  discredit,  in  the  communities,  on  the  form  of 
Christological  doctrine  which  held  the  highest  place  and  had 
been  rendered  venerable  by  long  tradition.  These  scholars, 
therefore,  although  they  regarded  themselves  as  Catholic,  stood 
outside  the  Church.  ^  Of  the  works  of  these,  the  earliest  exeget- 
ical  scholars,  nothing  has  come  down  to  us.  ^    They  have  gone 

1  See  V.  28.  4,  5. 

'  The  triumph  of  Neo-platonic  philosophy  and  of  the  Logos  Christology  in 
Christian  theology  is,  in  this  sense,  to  be  considered  an  advance.  That  philosophy, 
indeed,  in  the  third  century,  triumphed  throughout  the  empire  over  its  rivals,  and 
therefore  the  exclusive  alliance  concluded  with  it  by  Christian  tradition  was  one 
which,  when  it  took  place,  could  be  said  to  have  been  inevitable.  Suppose,  how- 
ever, that  the  theology  of  Sabellius  or  of  Paul  had  established  itself  in  the  Church 
in  the  3rd  century,  then  a  gulf  would  have  been  created  between  the  Church  and 
Hellenism  that  would  have  made  it  impossible  for  the  religion  of  the  Church  to 
become  that  of  the  empire.  Neo-platonic  tradition  was  the  final  product  of  antiquity; 
it  disposed,  but  as  a  living  force,  of  the  intellectual  and  moral  capital  of  the  past. 

2  As  "genuine"  scholars — and  this  is  a  very  characteristic  feature — they  took  very 
great  care  that  each  should  have  the  credit  of  his  own  amendments  on  the  text. 

■•    The    Syntagma    knows    of  these;  Epiph.  H.   55.  c.   I  :  tAättoi/st,/  buvtoIi;  kxI 
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without  leaving  any  appreciable  effect  on  the  Church,  Contrast 
the  significance  gained  by  the  schools  of  Alexandria  and  Anti- 
och !  The  latter,  which  rose  about  60  years  later,  took  up  again 
the  work  of  this  Roman  school.  It,  too,  came  to  stand  outside 
the  great  Church ;  but  it  brought  about  one  of  the  most  import- 
ant crises  in  the  dogmatics  of  the  Church,  because  in  its  philoso- 
phico-theological  starting-point  it  was  at  one  with  orthodoxy. 

The  methodical  and  exegetical  examination  of  the  Holy 
Scriptures  confirmed  the  Theodotians  in  their  conception  of 
Christ  as  the  man  in  whom  in  an  especial  manner  the  Spirit 
of  God  had  operated,  and  had  made  them  opponents  of  the 
Logos  Christology.  The  author  of  the  Little  Labyrinth  does 
not  state  wherein  the  doctrine  of  the  younger  Theodotus  differed 
from  that  of  the  older.  When  he  says  that  some  of  the  Theo- 
dotians rejected  the  law  and  the  prophets  '7rpoCpx7si  xapiroc,  we 
may  well  suppose  that  they  simply  emphasised — in  a  Pauline 
sense,  or  because  of  considerations  drawn  from  a  historical 
study  of  religion — the  relativity  of  the  authority  of  the  O.  T, ;  * 
for  there  is  as  little  known  of  any  rejection  of  the  Catholic 
Canon  on  the  part  of  the  Theodotians,  as  of  a  departure  from 
the  rule  of  faith.  Now  Hippolytus  has  extracted  from  the  exe- 
getical works  of  the  younger  Theodotus  one  passage,  the  dis- 
cussion of  Hebr.  V.  6,  10;  VI.  2of;  VII.  3,  17;  and  out  of 
this  he  has  made  an  important  heresy.  Later  historians  eagerly 
seized  on  this;  they  ascribed  to  the  younger  Theodotus,  as 
distinguished  from  the  older,  a  cultus  of  Melchizedek  and  in- 
vented a  sect  of  Melchizedekians  (=  Theodotians).  The  money- 
changer taught,  it  was  said  (Epiph.  H.  55),  that  Melchizedek 
was  a  very  great  power,  and  more  exalted  than  Christ,  the 
latter  being  merely  related  to  the  former  as  the  copy  to  the 
original.  Melchizedek  was  the  advocate  of  the  heavenly  powers 
before    God,    and   the  High  Priest  among  men,  '  while  Jesus  as 

1  Even  the  great  anti-gnostic  teachers  had  come  to  this  view  (see  Vol.  II.,  p.  304) 
■without  indeed  drawing  the  consequences  which  the  Theodotians  may  have  deduced 
more  certainly. 

2  L.c.  As;  i^iJLx!;~Ti!]  MfA%/a-fJt->«  Trpoa-ipspsiv,  tpx7iv,  Yvx  St'  xvtoV  Trpcjcvsx'iy!  u~ip 
ii(iSJv,   Kxi  svpujiiev  i5;'  xvrou   ^uj'^v. 
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priest  stood  a  degree  lower.  The  origin  of  the  former  was 
completely  concealed,  because  it  was  heavenly,  but  Jesus  was 
born  of  Mary.  To  this  Epiphanius  adds  that  the  party 
presented  its  oblations  in  the  name  of  M.  {iig  ho[j.x  rov  INIfA^/- 
(TfSfV.) ;  for  he  was  the  guide  to  God,  the  prince  of  righteous- 
ness, the  true  Son  of  God.  It  is  apparent  that  the  Theodotians 
cannot  have  taught  this  simply  as  it  stands.  The  explanation 
is  not  far  to  seek.  There  was  a  wide-spread  opinion  in  the 
whole  ancient  Church,  that  Melchizedek  was  a  manifestation  of 
the  true  Son  of  God;  and  to  this  view  many  speculations 
attached  themselves,  here  and  there  in  connection  with  a  subord- 
inationist Christology.  '  The  Theodotians  shared  this  conception. 
Immediately  after  the  sentence  given  above  Epiphanius  has 
(55,  c.  8):  And  Christ,  they  say,  was  chosen  that  he  might 
call  us  from  many  ways  to  this  one  knowledge,  having  been 
anointed  by  God,  and  chosen,  when  he  turned  us  from  idols 
and  showed  us  the  way.  And  the  Apostle  having  been  sent 
by  him  revealed  to  us  that  Melchizedek  is  great  and  remains 
a  priest  for  ever,  and  behold  how  great  he  is;  and  because  the 
less  is  blessed  by  the  greater,  therefore  he  says  that  he  as 
being  greater  blessed  Abraham  the  patriarch ;  of  whom  we  are 
initiated  that  we  may  obtain  from  him  the  blessing. " 

Now  the  Christological  conception,  formulated  in  the  first  half 

1  See  Clem.  Alex.  Strom.  IV.  25.  161;  Hierakas  in  Epiph.  H.  55,  c.  5,  H.  67,  c.  3  ; 
Philast.  H.  148.  Epiph.  has  himself  to  confess  (H.  55,  c.  7),  that  even  in  his  time 
the  view  to  be  taken  of  Melchizedek  was  still  a  subject  of  dispute  among  Catholic 
Christians:  0/  (/.sv  yxp  ocutov  voiJ-i^ovai  <pv(7Si  rbv  viov  tov  @£ov  sv  iSex  xvipÜTrov 
TOTS  Tw  ''AßpxkiJ.  Trecpt^vsveci.  Jerome  Ep.  73  is  important.  The  Egyptian  hermit, 
Marcus,  wrote,  about  A.D.  400,  an  independent  work  si<;  tov  MfA^/o-eJsx  y.ctTX 
MeA;^(s-£jf xf/wv,  /.f.,  against  those  who  saw  in  Melchizedek  a  manifestation  of  the 
true  Son  of  God  (see  Photius,  Biblioth.  200;  Diet,  of  Christ.  Biog.  III.  p.  827; 
Herzog's  R.  E.,  2  Aufl.  IX.  p.  290);  cf  the  above  described  fragment,  edited  for 
the  first  lime  by  Caspari ;  farther  Theodoret  H.  F.  II.  6,  Timotheus  Presb.  in 
Cotelier,  Monum.  Eccl.  Grrecas  III.  p.  392  etc. 

-  Kixt  XpiiTToi;  lii-j,  (^xuh,  s^sf^iyyi-,  'I'vx  y,tJ.xQ  y.x>~STy,  f.y.  xcAA&iv  cJäv  sli;  (mIx-j 
Txvryiv  rijv  yväjtriv,  vtto  (r)£OÖ  y.exp^'^'ßsvot;  y.xi  IkKsktoii  ysvoi^svc^,  sTrsiSi^  XTrsffTpS'l/sv 
VilMxz  x-za  sl^äiKüiiv  y.x)  vt^s^ei^sv  v.fj.'l-j  Tijv  cSöv.  'ES  oüxep  6  xTCOiTTOhoi;  ätto^täAe;; 
X7rsKxKv'\jev  y,i^iv,  oTi  lu.syxi;  ha-riv  6  MsAxi^sSex,  nxi  ispeii^  fisvet  st^  tov  xiwvx, 
XXI,    @£ü>ps7ts    t>jA/xo$    ovTor    XXI    OTI    TO  sÄxcra-ov  ex  tov  (xei'^ovc^  svAoys/ra;/,  Six 

TCVTO,      <p1^Tl\       XX)      TOV      'AßpXXfJ.     TOV    TT  XTpiXpX'-^"^    SVÄOyiia-SV     ilC;    {J-Sl^UV    U)V    oil     'i)\J.iic, 

e^iisv  (j.v(TTxi,  ÜTW?  T!/%c<j^.4;i'  TTxp''  xvTov  TV)?  siifxyixz. 
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of  this  paragraph,  was  certainly  not  reported  from  an  opponent. 
It  is  precisely  that  of  the  Shepherd, '  and  accordingly  very  an- 
cient in  the  Roman  Church. "  From  this,  and  by  a  reference 
to  the  controversial  writing  of  Hippolytus  (Epiph.  I.e.  ch.  9), 
the  "heretical"  cultus  of  Melchizedek  is  explained.  These  Theo- 
dotians  maintained,  as  is  also  shown  by  their  exegesis  on  i  Cor. 
VIII.  6,^  three  points:  First,  that  besides  the  Father  the  only 
divine  being  was  the  Holy  Spirit,  who  was  identical  with 
the  Son — again  simply  the  position  of  Hermas;  secondly,  that 
this  Holy  Spirit  appeared  to  Abraham  in  the  form  of  the  King 
of  Righteousness — and  this,  as  has  been  shown  above,  was  no 
novel  contention ;  thirdly,  that  Jesus  was  a  man  anointed  with 
the  power  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  But,  in  that  case,  it  was  only 
logical,  and  in  itself  not  uncatholic,  to  teach  that  offerings  and 
worship  were  due,  as  to  the  true,  eternal  Son  of  God,  to  this 
King  of  Righteousness  who  had  appeared  to  Abraham,  and 
had  blessed  him  and  his  real  descendants,  i.e.,  the  Christians. 
And  if,  in  comparison  with  this  Son  of  God,  the  chosen  and 
anointed  servant  of  God,  Jesus,  appears  inferior  at  first,  pre- 
cisely in  so  far  as  he  is  man,  yet  their  position  was  no  more 
unfavourable  in  this  respect  than  that  of  Hermas.  For  Hermas 
also  taught  that  Jesus,  being  only  the  adopted  Son  of  God, 
was  really  not  to  be  compared  to  the  Holy  Spirit,  the  Eternal 
Son ;  or,  rather,  he  is  related  to  the  latter,  to  use  a  Theodotian 
expression,  as  the  copy  to  the  original.  Yet  there  is  undoubt- 
edly a  great  distinction  between  the  Theodotians  and  Hermas. 
They    unmistakably    used    their    speculations    as  to   the  eternal 

>     Cf.  the  striking  agreement  with  Sim.  V.,  especially  ch.  VI.  3  :  odiTo:^  Kxixpitrxi; 

TÄ?  cc(j.apTixQ  rov  ^acov  'iSsi^sv  eclro'ii;  rice,  rpißovt;  tv)?  ^wi??. 

'  The  theologico-philosophical  impress  which,  as  distinguished  from  Sim.  V., 
marks  the  whole  passage,  is  of  course  unmistakable.  Notice  what  is  said  as  to 
Paul,  and  the  expression  "^/i/itt«<". 

^  The  Theodotians  seem  to  have  taken  Christ  in  this  verse  to  mean  not  Jesus, 
but  the  Holy  Spirit,  the  eternal  Son  of  God,  deleting  the  name  Jesus  (Epiph. 
IL  55,  ch.  9).  If  that  is  so  then  the  Philosophumena  is  right  when  it  relates  that 
the  Theodotians  had  also  given  the  name  of  Christ  to  the  pre-e.\istent  Son  of  God, 
the  Holy  Ghost.  Yet  it  is  not  certain  wdiether  we  should  regard  the  above 
quoted  chapter  of  Epiphanias  at  all  as  reporting  the  Theodotian  interpretation 
of  I  Cor.  VIII.  6. 
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Son  of  God  in  order  to  rise  to  that  Son  from  the  man  Jesus 
of  history,  and  to  transcend  the  historical  in  general  as  some- 
thing subordinate. '  There  is  not  a  word  of  this  to  be  found 
in  Hermas.  Thus,  the  Theodotians  sought,  in  a  similar  way  to 
Origen,  to  rid  themselves  by  speculation  of  what  was  merely 
historical,  setting,  like  him,  the  eternal  Son  of  God  above  the 
Crucified  One.  We  have  evidence  of  the  correctness  of  this 
opinion  in  the  observation  that  these  speculations  on  Melchi- 
zedek  were  continued  precisely  in  the  school  of  Origen.  We 
find  them,  and  that  with  the  same  tendency  to  depreciate  the 
historical  Son  of  God,  in  Hieracas  and  the  confederacy  of 
Hieracite  monks ;  ""  as  also  in  the  monks  who  held  the  views  of 
Origen  in  Egypt  in  the  fourth  and  fifth  centuries. 

We  have  accordingly  found  that  these  theologians  retained 
the  ancient  Roman  Christology  represented  by  Hermas;  but 
that  they  edited  it  theologically  and  consequently  changed  its 
intention.  If,  at  that  time,  the  "Pastor"  was  still  read  in  the 
Roman  Church,  while  the  Theodotian  Christology  was  con- 
demned, then  its  Christology  must  have  been  differently  inter- 
preted. In  view  of  the  peculiar  character  of  the  book,  this 
would  not  be  difficult.  We  may  ask,  however,  whether  the  teach- 
ing of  the  Theodotians  is  really  to  be  characterised  as  Monarchian, 
seeing  that  they  assigned  a  special,  and  as  it  seems,  an  inde- 
pendent role  to  the  Holy  Spirit  apart  from  God.  Meanwhile, 
we  can  no  longer  determine  how  these  theologians  reconciled 
the  separate  substance  (hypostasis)  of  the  Holy  Ghost,  with 
the  unity  of  the  Person  of  God.  Rut  so  much  is  certain,  that 
in  their  Christology  the  Spirit  was  considered  by  them  only  as 
a  power,  and  that,  on  the  other  hand,  their  rejection  of  the 
Logos  Christology  was  not  due  to  any  repugnance  to  the  idea 
of  a  second  divine  being.  This  is  proved  by  their  teaching  as 
to  the    Holy  Spirit  and  His  appearance  in  the  Old  Testament. 

1  Epiph.  II.  55,  cli.  8:  slg  '6votJ.oc  Ss  tovtov  roC  Mf/%/o-eät-x  i5  Trposip^iiiv^i 
ccifsat:;  y.xi  tä?  Trpoa-ipopxi;  xvizcpspst,  Koei  xItov  elveei  el^xywyix  Trpo^  rbv  ©sov  kxi 
Si'  cciiTOV,  <pii<ri,   Sil  Töj  050;  7rpo<r^spstv,  oTt  «p%wi/  sctti   SiKxioa-vvyi^,  Ix'  xItiq  tovtm 

KXTXaTxiei^    VTTO    TOV    &SOV    IV    Oupxvcfi,    TTVSVUXTty.OC,    TIC;    UV,    y.Xl    ViOQ   QeOV  T£TXy(JLSVOq 

....  c.   I :  XpitTTO^,  (^vjijiv,  strTiv  en  vTroSesu-Tepa;  toC  M.s?^X'^^^^^-- 

'    See    my    art.  in  Herzog  R.  E.,  2  Aufl.  VI.  p.   100  (Epiph.  LV.  5;  LXVII.  3). 
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But  then  the  difference  between  them  and  their  opponents  does 
not  belong  to  the  sphere  of  the  doctrine  of  God;  they  are  rather 
substantially  at  one  on  this  subject  with  a  theologian  like  Hippo- 
lytus.  If  that  is  so,  however,  their  opponents  were  undoubtedly 
superior  to  them,  while  they  themselves  fell  short  of  the  traditional 
estimate  of  Christ.  In  other  words,  if  there  was  an  eternal 
Son  of  God,  or  any  one  of  that  nature,  and  if  He  appeared 
under  the  old  covenant,  then  the  traditional  estimate  of  Jesus 
could  not  be  maintained,  once  he  was  separated  from  that  Son.  ^ 
The  formula  of  the  man  anointed  with  the  Spirit  was  no 
longer  sufficient  to  establish  the  transcendent  greatness  of  the 
revelation  of  God  in  Christ,  and  it  is  only  a  natural  conse- 
quence that  the  O.  T.  theophanies  should  appear  in  a  brighter 
light.  We  see  here  why  the  old  Christological  conceptions 
passed  away  so  quickly,  comparatively  speaking,  and  gave  place 
so  soon  in  the  Churches  to  the  complete  and  essential  elevation 
of  Jesus  to  the  rank  of  deity,  whenever  theological  reflection 
awoke  to  life.  It  was,  above  all,  the  distinctive  method  of  viewing 
the  Old  Testament  and  its  theophanies  that  led  to  this. 

In  certain  respects  the  attempt  of  the  Theodotians  presents 
itself  as  an  innovation.  They  sought  to  raise  a  once'  accepted, 
but,  so  to  speak,  enthusiastic  form  of  faith  to  the  stage  of 
theology  and  to  defend  it  as  the  only  right  one ;  they  expressly 
refused,  or,  at  least,  declared  to  be  matter  of  controversy,  the 
use  of  the  title  "God"  (Sso^)  as  applied  to  Jesus;  they  advanc- 
ed beyond  Jesus  to  an  eternal,  unchangeable  Being  (beside 
God).  In  this  sense,  in  consequence  of  the  new  interest  which 
the  representatives  of  the  above  doctrine  took  in  the  old  for- 
mula, it  is  to  be  regarded  as  novel.  For  we  can  hardly  attri- 
bute to  pre-catholic  Christians  like  Hermas,  a  special  interest  in 
the  essential  humanity  of  Jesus.  They  certainly  believed  that 
they  gave  full  expression  in  their  formulas  to  the  highest  pos- 
sible estimate  of  the  Redeemer ;  they  had  no  other  idea.  These 
theologians,  on  the  other  hand,  defended  a  lower  conception 
of  Christ  against  a  higher.  Thus  we  may  judge  them  on  their 
own    ground ;    for   they  let  the  idea  of  a  heavenly  Son  of  God 

1  Heimas  did  not  do  this,  in  so  far  as  iu  tlie  language  of  religion  he  speaks 
only  of  a  Son  of  tlod  (Simil.  IX.). 
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stand,  and  did  not  carry  out  the  complete  revision  of  the  pre- 
vaiHng  doctrine  that  would  have  justified  them  in  proving  their 
Christological  conception  to  be  the  one  really  legitimate  and 
satisfactory.  They  indeed  supported  it  by  Scriptural  proof,  and 
in  this  certainly  surpassed  their  opponents,  but  the  proof  did 
not  cover  the  gaps  in  their  dogmatic  procedure.  Since  they 
took  their  stand  on  the  regula  fidei,  it  is  unjust  and  at  the 
same  time  unhistorical  to  call  their  form  of  doctrine  "  Ebionitic  ", 
or  to  dispose  of  them  with  the  phrase  that  Christ  was  to  them 
exclusively  a  mere  man  ('-////.;^  ocv(i^:ciro:^.  But  if  we  consider  the 
circumstances  in  which  they  appeared,  and  the  excessi-ve  ex- 
pectations that  were  pretty  generally  attached  to  the  possession 
of  faith — above  all,  the  prospect  of  the  future  deification  of 
every  believer — we  cannot  avoid  the  impression,  that  a  doctrine 
could  not  but  be  held  to  be  destructive,  which  did  not  even 
elevate  Christ  to  divine  honours,  or,  at  most,  assigned  him 
an  apotheosis,  like  that  imagined  by  the  heathens  for  their 
emperors  or  an  Antinous.  Apocalyptic  enthusiasm  passed  grad- 
ually into  Neo-platonic  mysticism.  In  this  transition  these  scho- 
lars took  no  share.  They  rather  sought  to  separate  a  part  of 
the  old  conceptions,  and  to  defend  that  with  the  scientific  means 
of  their  opponents. 

Once  more,  20  to  30  years  later,  the  attempt  was 
made  in  Rome  by  a  certain  Artemas  to  rejuvenate  the  old 
Christology.  We  are  extremely  ill  informed  as  to  this  last  phase 
of  Roman  Adoptianism ;  for  the  extracts  taken  by  Eusebius 
from  the  Little  Labyrinth,  the  work  written  against  Artemas  and 
his  party,  apply  almost  exclusively  to  the  Theodotians.  We 
learn,  however,  that  the  party  appealed  to  the  historical  justifi- 
cation of  their  teaching  in  Rome,  maintaining  that  Bishop 
Zephyrine  had  first  falsified  the  true  doctrine  which  they  de- 
fended. '  The  relative  correctness  of  this  contention  is  indisput- 
able,   especially    if   we    consider    that    Zephyrine    had    not  dis- 

1  Euseli.  II.  E.  V.  28.  3:  (^cttrl  yxf  roi/t;  //6v  Trpczipovi;  ut: x\/r xc,  Kxi  xörovi;  ravi; 
a^TTocTTÖÄovi:,  7rxpei?^*i(pevxi  re  xxi  SsotSxx^"^'  txvtx,  x  vvv  ovrci  As",  ovin^  xxi  tstvj- 
f^cröxi  TJjv  ixÄi^lisixv  Tov  Kitpvyi-iXTOi;  i^sXP'  "^^"^  xpo^/Kv  tov   BiKTOfß(; .  .  .  «t3  iJ;   tsv 
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approved  of  the  formula,  certainly  novel,  that  "the  Father  had 
suffered  ".  The  author  of  the  Little  Labyrinth  reminds  them  that 
Theodotus  had  been  already  excommunicated  by  Victor,  and 
of  this  fact  they  themselves  cannot  have  been  ignorant.  When, 
moreover,  we  observe  the  evident  anxiety  of  the  writer  to  im- 
pose Theodotus  upon  them  as  their  spiritual  father,  we  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  party  did  not  identify  themselves 
with  the  Theodotians.  What  they  regarded  as  the  point  of 
difference  we  do  not  know.  It  is  alone  certain  that  they  also 
refused  to  call  Christ  "God";  for  the  writer  feels  it  neces- 
sary to  justify  the  use  of  the  title  from  tradition.  *  Artemas  was 
still  alive  in  Rome  at  the  close  of  the  7th  decade  of  the  3rd  century, 
but  he  was  completely  severed  from  the  great  Church,  and 
without  any  real  influence.  No  notice  is  taken  of  him  even  in 
the  letters  of  Cyprian.  '  Since  Artemas  was  characterised  as  the 
"father"  of  Paul  in  the  controversy  with  that  Bishop  (Euseb. 
H.  E.  VII.  30.  16),  he  had  afterwards  attained  a  certain  cele- 
brity in  the  East,  and  had  supplanted  even  Theodotus  in  the 
recollection  of  the  Church.  In  the  subsequent  age,  the  phrase : 
"Ebion,  Artemas,  Paulus  (or  Photinus)"  was  stereotyped;  this 
was  afterwards  supplemented  with  the  name  of  Nestorius,  and 
in  that  form  the  phrase  became  a  constant  feature  in  Byzantine 
dogmatics  and  polemics. 

(c).    Traces  of  Adoptian  Christology  in  the  West  after  Artemas. 

Adoptian  Christology — Dynamistic  Monarchianism — apparently 
passed  rapidly  and  almost  entirely  away  in  the  West.  The 
striking  formula,  settled  by  the  Symbol,  "  Christus,  homo  et 
deus",  and,  above  all,  the  conviction  that  Christ  had  appeared 
in  the  O.  T.,  brought  about  the  destruction  of  the  party.    Yet, 

1    Euseb.  H.  E.  V.  28.  4,  5. 

'  We  know  that  he  still  lived  about  270  from  the  document  of  the  Synod  of 
Antioch  in  the  case  of  Paul  of  Samosata.  We  read  there  (Euseb.  H.  E.  VII.  30.  17): 
"Paul  may  write  letters  to  Artemas  and  the  followers  of  A.  are  said  to  hold 
communion  with  him."  We  have  probably  to  regard  as  Artemonites  those  unnamed 
persons,  mentioned  in  Novatian  De  Triuitate,  who  explained  Jesus  to  be  a  mere 
man  (homo  nudus  et  solitarius).  Artemas  is  also  named  in  Methodius  Conviy. 
VIII.   10,  Ed.  J-din,  p.  37.  • 
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here  and  there — in  connection,  doubtless,  with  the  reading  of  Her- 
mas ' — the  old  faith,  or  the  old  formula,  that  the  Holy  Spirit  is  the 
eternal  Son  of  God  and  at  the  same  time  the  Christ-Spirit,  held  its 
ground,  and,  with  it,  conceptions  which  bordered  on  Adoptianism. 
Thus  we  read  in  the  writing  "  De  montibus  Sinaet  Sion  "  '  composed 
in  vulgar  Latin  and  attributed  wrongly  to  Cyprian,  ch.  IV: ''The 
body  of  the  Lord  was  called  Jesus  by  God  the  Father;  the 
Holy  Spirit  that  descended  from  heaven  was  called  Christ 
by  God  the  Father,  i.e.,  anointed  of  the  living  God,  the  Spirit 
joined  to  the  body  Jesus  Christ"  (Caro  dominica  a  deo  patre 
Jesu  vocita  est ;  spiritus  sanctus,  qui  de  caelo  descendit,  Christus, 
id  est  unctus  dei  vivi,  a  deo  vocitus  est,  spiritus  carni  mixtus 
Jesus  Christus).  Compare  ch.  XIIL  :  the  H.  S.,  Son  of  God,  sees 
Himself  double,  the  Father  sees  Himself  in  the  Son,  the  Son 
in  the  Father,  each  in  each  (Sanctus  spiritus,  dei  filius,  gemi- 
natum  se  videt,  pater  in  filio  et  filius  in  patre  utrosque  se  in  se 
vident).  There  were  accordingly  only  two  hypostases,  and  the 
Redeemer  is  the  flesh  (caro),  to  which  the  pre-existent  Holy 
Spirit,  the  eternal  Son  of  God,  the  Christ,  descended.  Whether 
the  author  understood  Christ  as  "forming  a  person"  or  as  a 
power  cannot  be  decided ;  probably,  being  no  theologian,  the 
question  did  not  occur  to  him.  *  We  do  not  hear  that  the 
doctrine  of  Photinus,  who  was  himself  a  Greek,  gained  any 
considerable  approval  in  the  West.  But  we  learn  casually  that 
even  in  the  beginning  of  the  5th  century  a  certain  Marcus  was 
expelled  from  Rome  for  holding  the  heresy  of  Photinus,  and 
that  he  obtained  a  following  in  Dalmatia.  Incomparably  more 
instructive,  however,  is  the  account  given  by  Augustine  (Con- 
fess. VII.  19.  [25])  of  his  own  and  his  friend  Alypius '  Christ- 
ological  belief,  at  a  time  when  both  stood  quite  near  the  Catho- 

1  Even  Tertullian  used  the  Christological  formula  of  Hermas  wheu  he  was  not 
engaged  in  Apologetics  or  in  polemics  against  the  Gnostics. 

-    Ilartel,  0pp.  Cypr.  III.,  p.   104  sq. 

^  Hilary's  work  "De  trinitate"  also  shows  (esp.  X.  iS  ff.,  50  ff.)  what  different 
Christologies  still  existed  in  the  West  in  the  middle  of  the  4th  century.  Tliere 
were  some  who  maintained:  "quod  in  eo  ex  virgine  creando  efficax  dei  sapientia 
et  virtus  exstiterit,  et  in  nativitate  eius  divin^e  prudentioe  et  potestatis  opus  intelle- 
gatur,  sitque  in  eo  efficientia  potius  quam  natura  sapientiie. 
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lie  Church,  and  had  been  preparing  to  enter  it.  At  that  time 
Augustine's  view  of  Christ  was  practically  that  of  Photinus; 
and  Alypius  denied  that  Christ  had  a  human  soul ;  yet  both  had 
held  their  Christology  to  be  Catholic,  and  only  afterwards  learned 
better. '  Now  let  us  remember  that  Augustine  had  enjoyed  a 
CathoUc  education,  and  had  been  in  constant  intercourse  with 
Catholics,  and  we  see  clearly  that  among  the  laity  of  the  West 
very  little  was  known  of  the  Christological  formulas,  and  very 
different  doctrines  of  Christ  were  in  fact  current  even  at  the 
close  of  the  4th  century.  " 

(d).    The  Ejection  of  the  Adoptian  Christology  in  the  East,— 
Beryll  of  Bostra,  Paul  of  Samosata,  etc. 

We  can  see  from  the  writings  of  Origen  that  there  were  also 
many  in  the  East  who  rejected  the  Logos  Christology.  Those 
were  undoubtedly  most  numerous  who  identified  the  Father  and 
the  Son ;  but  there  were  not  wanting  such  as,  while  they  made  a 
distinction,    attributed    to    the    Son  a  human  nature  only,  ^  and 

'  Augustine,  I.e.  . . .  Quia  itaque  vera  scripta  sunt  (sc.  the  Holy  Scriptures)  totum 
hominem  in  Christo  agnoscebam;  non  corpus  tamum  hominis,  aut  cum  corpore  sine 
mente  animam,  sed  ipsum  hominem,  non  persona  veritatis,  sed  magna  quadam  naturas 
humane  excellentia  et  perfectiore  participatione  sapientix  proeferri  cxteris  arbitrabar. 
Alypius  autem  deum  carne  indutum  ita  putabat  credi  a  Catholicis,  ut  prater  deum 
et  carnem  non  esset  in  Christo  anima,  mentemque  hominis  non  existimabat  in  eo 
prsedicari . . .  Sed  postea  hosreticorum  Apollinaristarum  hunc  errorem  esse  cognos- 
cens,  cathollcte  fidei  colk-etatus  et  coutemperatus  est.  Ego  autem  aliquanto  posterius 
didicisse  me  fateor,  in  eo  quod  "verbum  caro  factum  est"  quomodo  catholica  Veritas 
a  Photini  falsitate  dirimatur. 

-  In  the  Fragment,  only  preserved  in  Arabic,  of  a  letter  of  Pope  Innocent  I. 
to  Severianus,  Bishop  of  Gabala  (Mai,  Spicileg.  Rom.  III.,  p.  702)  we  still  read 
the  warning  :  "  Let  no  one  believe  that  it  was  only  at  the  time  when  the  divine 
Word  on  earth  came  to  receive  baptism  from  John  that  this  divine  nature  originated, 
when,  /.<".,  John  heard  the  voice  of  the  Father  from  heaven.  It  was  certainly 
not  so,  etc." 

•*  Orig.  on  John  II.  2,  Lomm.  I.,  p.  92 :  Kxi  ro  xoAAot/?  (pi^^oSeov^  slvxi  ev^o- 
lievovz  TCipxtrcrov,  sv^xßov[/.evovz  Svo  xvxyopsva-xt  Ssovi;,  >cxi  Trxpx  tovto  TepiTriTTTOvrxt; 
^ev^so'i  Hxt  x(rsßs(rt  Sdyi^xo'iv,  i^toi  xpvovi-tsvov!;  JSiOTiiTX  viov  erepxv  Trxpx  t^v  rov 
TTXTpo^,  onoAoyovvrxt;  &eov  elvxi  rov  i-texP'  ov6tJ.XTO^  Trxp^  xl/To7t;  vibv  Trpotrxyopsv- 
ö'isvov,  v;  xpvoviJ.evov(;  rijv  öeör^rx  toC  viov,  TißevTXQ  Ss  xvtov  rifv  IhtorvjTX  kxI  rifv 
ovaixv  KXTX  vepiypx^ijv  Tvyxxvovaxv  irepxv  rov  Trxrpöt;,  evrsvOev  ^veo'Oxi  Svvxrxi. 
see    also    what    follows.     Pseudo-Gregor.    (Apolllnaris)    in  Mai  (Xov.    Coll.  \  11.   1, 
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accordingly  taught  like  the  Theodotians.  Origen  by  no  means 
treated  them,  as  a  rule,  as  declared  heretics,  but  as  misled,  or 
"simple".  Christian  brethren  who  required  friendly  teaching. 
He  himself,  besides,  had  also  inserted  the  Adoptian  Christology 
into  his  complicated  doctrine  of  Christ ;  for  he  had  attached  the 
greatest  value  to  the  tenet  that  Jesus  should  be  held  a  real  man 
who  had  been  chosen  by  God,  who  in  virtue  of  his  free  will, 
had  steadfastly  attested  his  excellence,  and  who,  at  last,  had 
become  perfectly  fused  with  the  Logos  in  disposition,  will» 
and  finally  also  in  nature  (see  Vol.  II.,  p.  369  f.).  Origen  laid 
such  decided  emphasis  on  this  that  his  opponents  afterwards 
classed  him  with  Paul  of  Samosata  and  Artemas,  ^  and  Pamphi- 
lus  required  to  point  out  "that  Origen  said  that  the  Son  of 
God  was  born  of  the  very  substance  of  God,  i.e.,  was  qij.oovuioc, 
which  means,  of  the  same  substance  with  the  Father,  but  that 
he  was  not  a  creature  who  became  a  son  by  adoption,  but  a 
true  son  by  nature,  generated  by  the  Father  Himself"  (quod 
Origines  filium  dei  de  ipsa  dei  substantia  natum  dixerit,  id  est, 
oi^oovo-iov,  quod  est,  eiusdem  cum  patre  substantias,  et  non  esse 
creaturam  />er  adoptionem  sed  natura  filium  verum,  ex  ipso  patre 
generatum)."  So  Origen  in  fact  taught,  and  he  was  very  far 
from  seeing  more  in  the  Adoptian  doctrine  than  a  fragment  of 
the  complete  Christology.  He  attempted  to  convince  the  Adop- 
tians  of  their  error,  more  correctly,  of  their  questionable  one- 
sidedness,  ^  but  he  had  seldom  any  other  occasion  to  contend 
with  them. 

p.  171)  speaks  of  men  who  conceived  Christ  as  being  'filled  with  divinity',  but 
made  no  specific  distinction  between  Him  and  the  prophets,  and  worshipped  a  man 
with  divine  power  after  the  manner  of  the  heathens. 

1  Pamphili  Apolog.  in  Routh,  IV.,  p.  367;  Schultz  in  the  Jahrbb.  f.  protest. 
Theol.  1875,  p.  193  f.     On  Origen  and  the  Monarchians,  see  Hagemann,  I.e.,  p.  300  f, 

-    See  I.e.,  p,  368. 

•^  Orig.  in  Ep.  ad  Titum,  Lomm.  V.,  p.  287  "Sed  et  eos,  qui  hominem  dicunt 
dominum  lesum  prsecognitum  et  praedestinatum,  qui  ante  adventum  carnalem  sub- 
stantialiter  et  proprie  non  exstiterit,  sed  quod  homo  natus  patris  solam  in  se  habuerit 
deitatem,  ne  illos  quidem  sine  periculo  est  ecclesite  numero  sociari."  This  passage, 
undoubtedly,  need  not  necessarily  be  applied  to  Dynamistic  Monarchians,  any  more 
than  the  description  about  to  be  quoted  of  the  doctrine  of  Beryll.  There  may  have 
existed  a  middle  type  between  Dynamistic  and  Modalistic  Monarchianism,  according 
to  which  the  humanity  as  well  as  the  deltas  patris  in  Jesus  Christ  was  held  to 
be  personal. 
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Perhaps  we  should  here  include  the  action  against  Beryll 
of  Bostra.  This  Arabian  Bishop  taught  Monarchianism.  His 
doctrine  aroused  a  violent  opposition.  The  Bishops  of  the 
province  were  deeply  agitated  and  instituted  many  examinations 
and  discussions.  But  they  appear  not  to  have  come  to  any 
result.  Origen  was  called  in,  and,  as  we  are  informed  by 
Eusebius,  who  had  himself  examined  the  acts  of  the  Synods, 
he  succeeded  in  a  disputation  in  amicably  convincing  the  Bishop 
of  his  error. '  This  happened,  according  to  the  common  view, 
in  A.D.  244.  We  have  to  depend,  for  the  teaching  of  Beryll, 
on  one  sentence  in  Eusebius,  which  has  received  very  different 
interpretations.  '  Nitzsch  says  rightly,  ^  that  Eusebius  missed 
in  Beryll  the  recognition  of  the  separate  divine  personality 
(hypostasis)  in  Christ  and  of  his  pre-existence,  but  not  the  re- 
cognition of  his  deity.  However,  this  is  not  enough  to  class  the 
Bishop  with  certainty  among  the  Patripassians,  since  Eusebius' 
own  Christological  view,  by  which  that  of  Beryll  was  here 
gauged,  was  very  vague.  Even  the  circumstance,  that  at  the 
Synod  of  Bostra  (according  to  Socrates)  Christ  was  expressly 
decreed  to  have  a  human  soul,  is  not  decisive;  for  Origen 
might    have    carried    the  recognition  of  this  dogma,  which  was 

1    Euseb.  II.  E.  VI.  33.     See  also  Socrates  II.  E.  III.   7. 

-  L.C.  :  Tov  a-coTiipx  Kxi  Kvpiov  i^iiüv  (J.ij  Trpov^sa-rxvcei  kxt''  JSi'scv  ova-i'ici;  TTspt- 
'ypce!pi!v  vpb  Tvfi;  eiQ  xvipcijirov(;  sTiSi^iJiixc,  ^/^j^i  ^sotvjtx  iSixv  6%f/v,  äAA  ifj-xofnTevo- 
Ijlsvviv  xhrii  iJ.6vyfv  rifv  TTXTpty.viv.  The  word  'ZEptypxi^vj  is  first  found  in  tlie  Excerpta 
Theodoti  19,  where  kxtx  7rspi'ypx<p)^v  is  contrasted  in  the  sense  of  personality  with 
the  xät'  ova-ixv  {rav  Oeov).  The  latter  was  accordingly  felt  to  be  Modalistic :  nxt 
6  ?^6yo!;  trxp^  eyevsra,  oli  kxtx  tjjv  Ttxpovirixv  (jlovov  xvSpoüTro!;  jsvoi-isvoi;,  x^^x  xxt 
kv  xpx^i  °  ^i*  TXVTOTijTt  ^ioyoi;  KXTx  TTspiypx^ijv  Kxi  oi)  kxt''  oltaixv  ysv6[j.svo<;,  6  vio^  ; 
of.,  eh.  10,  where  Treptypx^sa-ixt  also  expresses  the  personal  existence, /.^.,  what  was 
afterwards  termed  t/TroVrao-/?.  This  word  was  not  yet  so  used,  so  far  as  I  know, 
in  the  3rd  century.  In  Origen  Trspiypxip^  is  likewise  the  expression  for  the  strictly 
self-contained  personality;  see  Comm.  on  John  I.  42,  Loinm.  I.  88:  wa-7rep  oZv 
SvvxiJieiQ  ®£0v  TÄst'ovsQ  eiiriv,  üv  skxittvi  kxtx  Trepiypx^j^v,  wv  Six:f,epsi  6  a-wTvip, 
oiitcik;  6  ÄÖyo(; — ei  hxi  vxp^  ill-itv  ovx  'e<rrt  kxtx  xeptypxcpiiv  exToi;  iji^üv — voytSyja-STxi 
6  Xpia-TOi  K.T.Ä.  In  our  passage  and  Pseudo-Hippol.  c.  Beron.  i,  4,  it  means  simply 
"configuration". 

3  Dogmengesch.  I.,  p.  202.  See  on  Beryll,  who  has  become  a  favourite  of  the 
historians  of  dogma,  apart  from  the  extended  historical  works,  Ullmann,  de  Beryllo, 
1835;  Theod.  Stud.  u.  Krit,  1836;  Fock  Diss,  de  Christologia  B.  1843;  Rössel  in 
the  Berliner  Jahrbb.,   1S44,  No.  41  f.;  Kober  in  the  Theol.  Quartalschr.,  1848,  I, 
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of  the  highest  importance  to  him,  whatever  the  doctrine  of 
Beryll  had  been.  That  the  Bishop  rather  taught  Dynamistic 
Monarchianism  is  supported,  first,  by  the  circumstance  that 
this  form  of  doctrine  had,  as  we  can  prove,  long  persisted  in 
Arabia  and  Syria ;  and,  secondly,  by  the  observation  that  Origen, 
in  the  fragment  of  his  commentary  on  the  Ep.  of  Titus  (see 
above),  has  contrasted  with  the  Patripassian  belief  ^  a  kind  of 
teaching  which  seems  to  coincide  with  that  of  Beryll.  Primitive 
Dynamistic  Monarchian  conceptions  must,  however,  be  im- 
puted also  to  those  Egyptian  Millenarians  whom  Dionysius  of 
Alexandria  opposed,  and  whom  he  considered  it  necessary  to 
instruct  "  in  the  glorious  and  truly  divine  appearing  of  our 
Lord"      {jTspi    rijg     ev'^i^ou     zcci    ixKy,öccg    evöiou    roii    Kvplow    vj/zcov 

These  were  all,  indeed,  isolated  and  relatively  unimportant 
phenomena;  but  they  prove  that  even  about  the  middle  of  the 
3rd  century  the  Logos  Christology  was  not  universally  recog- 
nised in  the  East,  and  that  the  Monarchians  were  still  treated 
indulgently.^  Decisive  action  was  first  taken  and  Adoptianism  was 
ranked  in  the  East  with  Ebionitism  as  a  heresy,  in  the  case  of 
the  incumbent  of  the  most  exalted  Bishopric  in  the  East,  Paul 
of  Samosata,  Bishop  of  Antioch  from  260,  but  perhaps  a  little 
earlier.  He  opposed  the  already  dominant  doctrine  of  the 
essential  natural  deity  of  Christ,  and  set  up  once  more  the  old 
view   of  the  human  Person  of  the  Redeemer.  ^     That  happened 

1  It  is  contained  in  the  words  of  Origen  given  above,  p.  35,  note  3. 

2  Euseb.  H.  E.  VII.  24,  5.  By  the  Epiphany  we  have  to  understand  the  future 
appearing;  but  thorough-going  Millenarians  in  the  East,  in  the  country  districts, 
hardly  recognised  the  doctrine  of  the  Logos. 

3  The  uncertainty  which  still  prevailed  in  the  3rd  century  in  reference  to 
Christology  is  seen  whenever  we  take  up  works  not  written  by  learned  theologians. 
Especially  the  circumstance  that,  according  to  the  Creed  and  the  Gospel,  the  Holy 
Ghost  took  part  in  the  conception  of  Jesus,  constantly  prompted  the  most  curious 
phrases  regarding  the  personal  divinity  of  Christ,  and  the  assumptio  carnis  of  the 
Logos,  see,  e.g.^  Orac.  Sibyll.  VI.  V.  6,  where  Christ  is  called  "  Sweet  God  whom 
the  Spirit,  in  the  white  plumage  of  the  dove,  begot." 

''  Feuerlein,  De  hreresi  Pauli  Samosat.,  1741;  Ehrlich,  De  erroribus  P.S.,  1745: 
Schwab,  Diss,  de  P.S.  vita  atque  doctiina,  1839;  Hefele,  Couciliengesch.  2  Aufl.  I., 
p.  135;  Routh,  Reliq.  S.  III.,  pp.  286 — 367;  Frohschammer,  Ueber  die  Verwerfung 
des  oizcoua-ioi,  in  the  Theol.  Quartalschr.   1850,  I. 


38  HISTORY  OF  DOGMA  [Chap.  i. 

at  a  time  when,  through  Alexandrian  theology,  the  use  of  the 
categories  y.oyo:  (word),  oit'jlx  (being),  biri'jTX'Ji:  (substance), 
hjvTrÖTTiZTOc  (subsisting),  Trpo^ccrrc-j  (person),  Tvspr/px^l^  ov^lx;  (con- 
figuration of  essence),  etc.,  had  almost  already  become  legitim- 
ised, and  when  in  the  widest  circles  the  idea  had  taken  root 
that  the  Person  of  Jesus  Christ  must  be  accorded  a  background 
peculiar  to  itself,  and  essentially  divine. 

We  do  not  know  the  circumstances  in  which  Paul  felt  him- 
self impelled  to  attack  the  form  of  doctrine  taught  by  Alex- 
andrian philosophy.  Yet  it  is  noticeable  that  it  was  not  a 
province  of  the  Roman  Empire,  but  Antioch,  then  belonging 
to  Palmyra,  which  was  the  scene  of  this  movement.  When  we 
observe  that  Paul  held  a  high  political  office  in  the  kingdom 
of  Zenobia,  that  close  relations  are  said  to  have  existed 
between  him  and  the  Queen,  and  that  his  fall  implied  the 
triumph  of  the  Roman  party  in  Antioch,  then  we  may  assume 
that  a  political  conflict  lay  behind  the  theological,  and  that 
Paul's  opponents  belonged  to  the  Roman  party  in  Syria.  It 
was  not  easy  to  get  at  the  distinguished  Metropolitan  and  ex- 
perienced theologian,  who  was  indeed  portrayed  by  his  enemies 
as  an  unspiritual  ecclesiastical  prince,  vain  preacher,  ambitious 
man  of  the  world,  and  wily  Sophist.  The  provincial  Synod, 
over  which  he  presided,  did  not  serve  the  purpose.  But  already, 
in  the  affair  of  Novatian,  which  had  threatened  to  split  up  the 
East,  the  experiment  had  been  tried  A.D.  252  (253)  of  holding 
an  Oriental  general-council,  and  that  with  success.  It  was  re- 
peated. A  great  Synod — we  do  not  know  who  called  it — met 
in  Antioch  A.D.  264;  Bishops  from  various  parts  of  the  East 
attended  it,  and,  especially,  Firmilian  of  Caesarea.  The  aged 
Dionysius,  Bishop  of  Alexandria,  excused  his  absence  in  a  letter 
in  which  he  did  not  take  Paul's  side.  The  first  Synod  came 
to  an  end  without  result,  because,  it  is  alleged,  the  accused 
had  cunningly  concealed  his  false  doctrines.  '  A  second  was 
also  unsuccessful.  Firmilian  himself  gave  up  the  idea  of  a  con- 
demnation "because  Paul  promised  to  change  his  opinions." 
It  was  only  at  a  third  Synod,    between  266  and  269,  probably 

1    Eusebius  speaks  (H.  E.  VII.  28.  2)  of  a  whole  party  (0/  «//«f);  rov  "ZxiiotrxTix) 
liaving  been  able  to  conceal  their  heterodoxy  at  the  time. 
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268,  at  Antioch,  Firmilian  having  died  at  Tarsus  on  his  way 
thither,  that  excommunication  was  pronounced  on  the  Bishop, 
and  his  successor  Domnus  was  appointed.  The  number  of  the 
members  of  Synod  is  stated  differently  at  70,  80,  and  180; 
and  the  argument  against  Paul  was  led  by  Malchion,  a  sophist 
of  Antioch  and  head  of  a  high  school,  as  also  a  presbyter  of 
the  Church.  He  alone  among  them  all  was  in  a  position  to 
unmask  that  "wily  and  deceitful  man."  The  Acts  of  the  dis- 
cussion together  with  a  detailed  epistle,  were  sent  by  the  Synod 
to  Rome,  Alexandria,  and  all  Catholic  Churches.  Paul,  protected 
by  Zenobia,  remained  four  years  longer  in  his  office;  the  Church 
in  Antioch  split  up :  "  there  took  place  schisms  among  the 
people,  revolts  among  the  priests,  confusion  among  the  pastors " 
[sysvc'JTO  (rxi'^y-'^-'TX  A^5v,  ix'/,xrx7TX7ixi  Ispsoov,  rxpx^h  'TroifjJyocy). ' 
In  the  year  A.D.  272  Antioch  was  at  last  taken  by  Aurelian, 
and  the  Emperor,  to  whom  an  appeal  was  brought,  pronounced 
on  the  spot  the  famous  judgment,  that  the  Church  building  was 
to  be  handed  to  him  with  whom  the  Christian  Bishops  of  Italy 
and  of  Rome  corresponded  by  letter.  This  decision  was  of  course 
founded  on  political  grounds. " 

1    Basilius  Diac,  Acta  Concilii  Ephes.,  p.  427,  Labb. 

"  The  most  important  authorities  for  Paul's  history  and  doctrine  are  the  Acts 
of  the  Synod  of  Antioch  held  against  him,  />.,  the  shorthand  report  of  the  dis- 
cussion between  Paul  and  Malcliion,  and  the  Synodal  epistle.  These  still  existed 
in  the  6th  century,  but  we  now  possess  them  only  in  a  fragmentary  form :  in 
Euseb.  H.  E.  VII.  27 — 30  (Jerome  de  vir.  inl.  71);  in  Justinian's  Ti-act.  c.  Mono- 
phys. ;  in  the  Contestatio  ad  Clerum  CP. ;  in  the  Acts  of  the  Ephesian  Council;  in 
the  writing  against  Nestor,  and  Eutych.  by  Leontius  of  Byzant.;  and  in  the  book 
of  Petrus  Diaconus,  "De  incarnat.  ad  Fulgentium":  all  in  Routh  I.e.  where  the  places 
in  which  they  are  found  are  also  stated.  Not  certainly  genuine  is  the  Synodal 
epistle  of  six  Bishops  to  Paul,  published  by  Turrianus  (Routh,  I.e.,  p.  289  sq.) :  yet 
its  authenticity  is  supported  by  overwhelming  reasons.  Decidedly  inauthentic  is  a 
letter  of  Dionysius  of  Alex,  to  Paul  (Mansi,  I.,  p.  1039  sq.),  also  a  pretended  Nicene 
Creed  against  him  (Caspari,  Quellen  IV.,  p.  161  f.),  and  another  found  in  the  libel 
against  Nestorius  (Mansi,  IV.,  p.  loio).  Mai  has  published  (Vet.  Script.  Nova 
Coll.  VII.,  p.  68  sq.)  five  fragments  of  Paul's  speeches:  01  Trpo^  2«/37vov  Aoyc  (not 
quite  correctly  printed  in  Routh,  I.e.,  p.  328  sq.)  which  are  of  the  highest  value, 
and  may  be  considered  genuine,  in  spite  of  their  standing  in  the  very  worst 
company,  and  of  many  doubts  being  roused  by  them  which  do  not  admit  of  being 
completely  silenced.  Vincentius  mentions  writings  by  Paul  (Commonit.  35).  In 
the  second  grade  we  have  the  testimony  of  the  great  Church  Fathers  of  the  4th 
century,    which  rested  partly  on  the  Acts,  partly  on  oral  tradition  :  see,  Atlianas  c. 
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The  teaching  of  Paul  was  characterised  by  the  Fathers  as  a 
renewal  of  that  of  Artemas,  but  sometimes  also  as  Neo-Jewish, 
Ebionitic,  afterwards  as  Nestorian  Monothelite,  etc.  It  was  as 
follows.  God  was  simply  to  be  regarded  as  one  person.  Father, 
Son,  and  Spirit  were  the  One  God  (fv  ttpÖtcütto-j).  In  God  a 
Logos  (Son)  or  a  Sophia  (Spirit)  can  be  distinguished — both 
can  again  according  to  Paul  become  identified — but  they 
are  qualities.  ^  God  puts  forth  of  Himself  the  Logos  from 
Paternity,  nay,  He  begets  him,  so  that  he  can  be  called  Son 
and  can  have  being  ascribed  to  him,  but  he  remains  an  im- 
personal power. "  Therefore  it  was  absolutely  impossible  for 
him  to  assume  a  visible  form.  ^  This  Logos  operated  in  the 
prophets,  to  a  still  higher  degree  in  Moses,  then  in  many 
others,  and  most  of  all  {jjJJJ.ov  za)  lix^spovrccc)  in  the  Son  of 
David,  born  of  the  virgin  by  the  Holy  Ghost.  The  Redeemer 
was  by  the  constitution  of  his  nature  a  man,  who  arose  in  time 
by  birth;  he  was  accordingly  "from  beneath",  but  the  Logos 
of   God    inspired    him    from    above. ''     The  union  of  the  Logos 

Apoll.  II.  3,  IX.  3;  de  Synod.  Arim.  et  Seleuc.  26,  43— 45?  5i?  93;  Orat.  c.  Arian. 
II.  No.  43;  Hilarius,  De  synod.  §§  81,  86,  pp.  1196,  1200;  Ephraem  Junior  in 
Photius,  Cod.  229;  Gregor  Nyss,  Antirrhet.  adv.  Apoll,  §  9,  p.  141  ;  Basilius,  ep. 
C2  (formerly  300);  Epiphan.  H.  65  and  Anaceph.;  cf.  also  the  3  Antiochian  for- 
mulas and  the  Form.  Macrosiich.  (Hahn  Biblioth.  der  Symbole,  2  Aufl.  §§  85,  89), 
as  also  the  19  Canon  of  the  Council  of  Nicsea,  according  to  which  Paul's  followers 
were  to  be  re-baptised  before  reception  into  the  Catholic  Church.  One  or  two 
notes  also  in  Cramer's  Catena  on  S.  John,  pp.  235,  259  sq.  Useful  details  are  given 
by  Innocentius  I.,  ep.  22  ;  by  Marius  Mercator,  in  the  Suppl.  Imp.  Theodos.  et 
Valentinian  adv.  Nestor,  of  the  Deacon  Basilius;  by  Theodorus  of  Raithu  (see 
Routh  I.e.,  pp.  327  sq.  357);  Fulgentius,  etc.  In  the  later  opponentsof  the  heretics 
from  Philaster,  and  in  resolutions  of  Synods  from  the  5th  century,  we  find  nothing 
new.  Sozom.  H.  E.  IV.  15  and  Theodoret  H.  F.  II.  8  are  still  of  importance.  The 
Libellus  Synodicus  we  must  leave  out  of  account. 

1  M>j  shxi  rov  vlov  rov  @sov  gi/t/TroVxATOv,  äAA?<s  Iv  xiiTci  ria  &sli — ev  ©eii  gr;o-- 
T>ji/.>i  svvTTÖa-TXTOi; — sit;  0£o;  0  Trxriip  xect   6  vioq  txlrov  h  xvrSi  ait;  ?^ö'yo<;hv  xvipiiiTrco. 

"  A070C  TrpotpopiKoq — 6  Trpo  cciciivcov  vi6i — xov  ^oyov  hysvvt^crsv  0  Qsoi;  »vev  Trxp- 
Oevou  xx;  a.vsv  nvot;  ovSsvoi;  ovroi;  v^ijv  too  Osoij-  nxi  ovtiik;  vviaTvi  6  Äöyo?. 

3    Zot^lx   oIk    ^v    hwuTOC,  h    o-^i^'/ZÄT/  eCpieraea^xi,  oi/Ss  sv  ösx  xvSpöt;-  ize/^aiv  yxp 

TftJV    CpuJlieiiCllV    SO'TIV. 

*  'Adyo?  l^ev  iivuisv,  'Ivftrov?  Si  XpiTTOi;  xviptinrot;  hrsvkv — Xpia-ro^  xto  Mxpixi; 
nx)    hevpo    ItTTiv — ÄvöpwTro,;    ^v    0  'Ucrcvc;,  ax)  hv  uvtm  IviT^vevaev  xvufjev  6  ^.oyot;-  6 

TTXrilp      yxp      »(MX     Tii      Vl'Sl      (scil.    TW    AoVJJ)    ^'^S    OfO«.    Ö    ^^    XvöpWTTOi;    y.XTüj5sv    TO   'iSlOV 

TrpotruTTOv  vTTOtpxivsi,  KXt  oVtu^  tx  Svo  7rpo<rciiTX  TrÄt^povvTxi — Xpia-roq  evTeviev  tvji; 
inrxp^saii;  tS^v  xpx^^  Itrxit^i — ^syei  'lijiTOvv  Xpio-Tov  xxToiHev. 
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with  the  man  Jesus  is  to  be  represented  as  an  indwelhng '  by 
means  of  an  inspiration  acting  from  without, "  so  that  the  Logos 
becomes  that  in  Jesus  which  in  the  Christian  is  called  by  the 
Apostle  "the  inner  man";  but  the  union  which  is  thus  origin- 
ated is  a  contact  in  knowledge  and  communion  {dwäcpsix  y.arx 
/zyjyi7iy  zx)  fzeTCVTixy)  a  coming  together  («ryvfAf ü^c-zr) ;  there  does 
not  arise  a  being  existent  in  a  body  {c-j7ix  ova-iccf/Jy/;  h  o-^fy^xri), 
i.e.,  the  Logos  dwelt  in  Jesus  not  "in  substance  but  in  quality" 
{ov(TiJ2'^x:,  x?.?.x  y.xrx  ttciot'/^tx).  ^  Therefore  the  Logos  is  to  be 
steadily  distinguished  from  Jesus ;  ^  he  is  greater  than  the 
latter.  *  Mary  did  not  bear  the  Logos,  but  a  man  like  us  in 
his  nature,  and  in  his  baptism  it  was  not  the  Logos,  but  the 
man,  who  was  anointed  with  the  Spirit.  ^  However,  Jesus  was, 
on  the  other  hand,  vouchsafed  the  divine  grace  in  a  special 
degree, "  and  his  position  was  unique.  ^  Moreover,  the  proof 
he  gave  of  his  moral  perfection  corresponded  to  his  peculiar 
equipment. '  The  only  unity  between  two  persons,  accordingly 
between  God  and  Jesus,  is  that  of  the  disposition  and  the  will.  '" 

'  'fi?  ev  vxii — i?^'i6vTX  rov  Koyov  xxi  svoix-^a-acvrx  hv  l-^s-ov  xvipuTrca  ovri ;  in  sup- 
port of  this  Paul  appealed  to  John  XIV.  lo:  '-sapientia  habitavit  ia  eo,  sicut  at 
habitamus  et  nos  in  domibus" — 

-     A6yov  svepyov  £%  ovpxvoS  Iv  «IrZ — iro^ictz  sij.7tvsov(tvj!;  e^u^ev. 

•*    Ou  Si'Swc,  says  Malchion,  oviric3(rixi  ev  rii  oAw  a-oorvipi  rov  /jccvcysvyj. 

■♦     "AAAo?  yxp  STTtv  'I'/ju-oCi;  Xp/c-ro;  xxi  x?^?.oi  6  Koycc.. 

*  'O  >^6yo(;  (/.e/^uv  ijv  rov  Xpttrrou-  Xpta-rbt;  yxp  Six  a-oip/xi;  fiiyxc,  sysvsTO. 

^  Mxpix  rov  ^6yov  oi/y.  srsxev  oliSe  yxp  vjy  Trpo  xicovaiv  ij  Mxpix,  «AA«  xvSpaiTov 
viIjUV  Wov  srexev — xvipciivroi:  ;i^p/fTÄ/,  o  ?,6yci;  ov  %p/eT"Är  o  NäJ^w^äTo?  ;^p/£rÄ/,  o  K!/p<o; 
iiliäv, 

"•     OvK  ka-Tiv  6  SK  AxßiS  %p/s-fl£;e  xXXörptoz  r^i;  tro^/xi. 

*  'H  a-oipia.  ev  xKf^ui  ovx  ovruQ  oixe7 — xpe/rrcov  nxrx  TTxvrx,  eTretSyj  sk  7rveoiJ.xroi; 
xycov  y.xi  IS  eTxyyeMüv  xxi  ex  rüv  yeypxi^iiivcav  vi  ev''  xlrui  X'^P"!- 

3    Paul  has  even  spoken  of  a  Stx<popx  rvtt;  xxrxtrxevyji^  {^vtrrxa-eün;)  rov  Xpiirrov. 

1'  From  this  point  we  refer  to  the  Aoyoi  Trpoq  Ilxß7vcv  of  Paul.  We  give  them 
here  on  account  of  their  unique  importance:  (i)  Tai  xyiu  Trvevf^xn  xP"^^^h  '^poir- 
yiyopeviii  Xpia-rot;,  7rxax<^v  xxtx  ^v(Tiv,  6xvi/.xrovpycSv  xxtx  x^f'^'  ''"'?  7«P  xrpsTrrtü 
TVJ5  yvw(/.;^i;  oi-csiaiis'ii  rSi  0f  w,  xxi  fieivxQ  xxixpb^  x{J.xprix!^  y,vai5if  xvrui,  xxi  sv/jpyjji;^ 
"TTOV  eAe^rSxi  rijv  rcSv  6xvi/,xrciiv  ivvxa-re/xv,  et  üv  jm'xv  xvrbg  xxi  rijv  xvrifv  Trpoi;  rT) 
Bc\v\(Tet  evepyeixv  ex^'v  Seix^eic,  ?ivrpü)riii;  rev  yevoui  xxi  (rurijp  exp^tl-i^xria-ev. — (2)  Ai 
hx^opoi  <pv(7-£ti;  xxi  rx  Stx^opx  7rp6<70ii7rx  evx  xxi  (movov  eviotreciii;  exovirt  rpoTrov  ri)V 
xxrx  äsÄyia-iv  a-vtißxTiv,  l|  yjt;  vj  xxrx  evepyeixv  eTri  räv  ovruQ  <TVf.cßtßx(T&evrctiv  «A- 
?\.viÄoii;  xvx^xiverxt  i^ovxq. — (3)  "Ayioi;  xxi  S/xxiot;  yeysvyii-ievoi;  6  ffurvip,  xyävi  xxi 
TTÖvifi  rxi  rov  vpoTxropxi;  iif^äv  xpxr-^a-xi;  Xfxxprix^-  o'lt;  xxropSuia-xt;  r^  xperPi  a-vv/i^^yf 
rai    ®eS>,    fzlxv    xxi    r^v    xl/ri^v   Trpbi;  xhrbv  ßovÄyia-iv  xxi  evepyeixv  rxig  rüv  xyxQäv 
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Such  unity  springs  from  love  alone;  but  love  can  certainly 
produce  a  complete  unity,  and  only  that  which  is  due  to  love 
— not  that  attained  by  "nature" — ^is  of  worth.  Jesus  was  like 
God  in  the  unchangeableness  of  his  love  and  his  will,  and  be- 
came one  with  God,  being  not  only  without  sin  himself,  but 
vanquishing,  in  conflict  and  labour,  the  sins  of  our  ancestor. 
As  he  himself,  however,  advanced  in  the  manifestation  of 
goodness  and  continued  in  it,  the  Father  furnished  him  with 
power  and  miracles,  in  which  he  made  known  his  steadfast 
conformity  to  the  will  of  God.  So  he  became  the  Redeemer 
and  Saviour  of  the  human  race,  and  at  the  same  time  entered 
into  an  eternally  indissoluble  union  with  God,  because  his  love 
can  never  cease.  Now  he  has  obtained  from  God,  as  the  re- 
ward of  his  love,  the  name  which  is  above  every  name ;  God 
has  committed  to  him  the  judgment,  '  and  invested  him  with 
divine  dignity,  so  that  now  we  can  call  him  "  God  [born]  of 
the  virgin ". "  So  also  we  are  entitled  to  speak  of  a  pre-exist- 
ence  of  Christ  in  the  prior  decree  ^  and  prophecy  ^  of  God,  and 

TrpoxoTTCci:;  ea'X^lx'^i'  '^v  xStxipsrov  (pvÄx^XQ  t-o  o-JOfMCi  y-Äyipovrai  rb  vTrsp  ttxv  'ovoßa^ 
(TTopyvi(;  etäIJAov  xliTii  %Ä/:;o-ä£v. — (4)  Tä  }cpocTOV(j.evci  tm  ^^oyca  ri??  <^v(7£üji;  ovk  sxh 
eyrxtvov  rx  Ss  i7%eVs<  (piÄix^  xpxroviJ,£vx  v7!-spxivs7Txi,  (xix  xxi  rjj  xi/tPi  yvuiu.y;  xpx- 
TOVIJ.S.VX,  Six  liixt;  Kxi  Tv\^  xvTvji  Ivepyeixz  ßsßxicvfzsvx,  xxt  tjj;  kxt^  eTxut^j^iv  ov- 
Settots  TTÄt/o^z/vv?  xiv)^a-iü)i;'  xxi'  ijv  rii  ®sii  cvvx^^Osiq  6  trooTijp  ovSstots  Sex^TXi 
(itpKTiJiOv  sic,  Toi/i;  xtitjvxi;  i^/xv  xiiroi;  xxi  t>)V  xurijv  £%(üv  ^ihvjmv  xxi  hvepyitxv,  xsi 
xivovf^svyiv    ryj    (pxvepui7ei    rwv    xyx'iüv. — (5)    MJj   ^xvizxa-vit;  ort  (jlixv  (jletx  tov  @eov 

TVjV     öfA!f!7/V      £i;^fV      0      trWTilp'      UXTTTSp      yxp      i)     (^V<Tl(;    (JLIX'J    TÜV    TTOKhZ-J    XXI    T^V    XUTijV 

vTTxpxovtrxv  <pxvspo7  Tyjv  ova-ixv,  oL'täj?  {j  <7xi(7tc,  tv\c,  xyxirviQ  (mixv  rüv  xoAAftiv  xx^i 
T>jv  xiiTVjV  spyx^erxi  i^i^tja-iv  Six  (■i.ix(;  xxi  t?;  xi/ri^i;  <pxvspovfjCiv>iv  ehxpsiTTvia'eciic. 
Similar  details  are  to  be  found  in  Theodoras  of  Mops.;  but  the  genuineness  of 
what  is  given  here  seems  to  me  to  be  guaranteed  by  the  fact  that  there  is  absolutely 
not  a  word  of  an  ethical  unification  of  the  eternal  Son  of  God  (the  Logos)  with 
Jesus.     It  is  God  Himself  who  is  thus  united  with  the  latter. 

'  Xpij  Se  yiyvuTxeiv,  we  read  in  the  Catena  S.  Joh.,  Öti  6  [/.iv  Uxv^o^  6  Sä//. 
o'Jtw  cpyjo-iv   eSwxsv  xutm   xphiv  ttoisiv,  Öti   k/o?  xvipuvov  sittiv. 

"    Athanas. :    UxvKoi;    6    S«//.    ©£ov    ix  tviq  ■zxpisvov  ciio^oyst,  &eov  Ix  Kx^xper 

d<pi£VTX. 

3    Athanas.:  'O/Ji.o^oys't  &sdv  ix  l<!x^xpsT  ccp^evrx,  xxi  evreviev  t^q  vTrxpteciJt;  tjjv 

XpX^IV    Sa-X^>iOTX,    xx)    XpX^'^    ßxTI?\SlXq    TTXpSI^I^^ÖTXj    A07OV    Ss    iVSpybv  l|  oi/pXVOV,  XXI 

(TOipixv  £v  xuT(ti  c(MOhoyei,  Tci  (.CSV  7rpoopi(T(j.ii  rrpo  ximvuv  'ovtx,  tj)  S^  vTTxp^ei  ex 
Kx^xpsr  xvxSsix'^s'-'TX,  "vx  iJt;  e'i>t,  (p^ia-i'v,  0  £7r<  ttxmtx  ®soc,  6  TTXTvip.  Therefore  it 
is  said  in  the  letter  of  the  six  Bishops  that  Clirist  is  God  from  eternity,  0^  Tr^oyvios-e/, 

äAA'    oIti'x    xxi    VTtOITTXTil. 

••    TipoxxTxyyih.rtxZi(i.     See  p.  41,  note  8. 
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to  say  that  he  became  God  through  divine  grace  and  his  con- 
stant manifestation  of  goodness.  '  Paul  undoubtedly  perceived 
in  the  imparting  of  the  Spirit  at  the  baptism  a  special  stage 
of  the  indwelling  of  the  Logos  in  the  man  Jesus ;  indeed  Jesus 
seems  only  to  have  been  Christ  from  his  baptism :  "  having 
been  anointed  with  the  Holy  Spirit  he  was  named  Christ — the 
anointed  son  of  David  is  not  different  from  wisdom"  (toj  x'/icp 
7r-j£V[y.xTi  xpi7Ös);  7rp07>^'/op£vö>j  Xpirröc — o  ix,  A:^p}§  %p;5-^f}c  cvk 
x?J.örpt:s  sTTt  ry,c  TO^pixc)  The  Bishop  supported  his  doctrine 
by  copious  proofs  from  Scripture,  "  and  he  also  attacked  the 
opposite  views.  He  sought  to  prove  that  the  assumption  that 
Jesus  was  by  nature  {:pv7£i)  Son  of  God,  led  to  having  two 
gods,  ^  to  the  destruction  of  Monotheism ;  *  he  fought  openly, 
with  great  energy,  against  the  old  expositors,  i.e.,  the  Alexandri- 
ans, *  and  he  banished  from  divine  service  all  Church  psalms 
in  which  the  essential  divinity  of  Christ  was  expressed.  * 

The  teaching  of  Paul  was  certainly  a  development  of 
the  old  doctrine  of  Hermas  and  Theodotus,  and  the  Church 
Fathers  had  a  right  to  judge  it  accordingly ;  but  on  the  other 
hand  we  must  not  overlook  the  fact  that  Paul  not  only,  as 
regards  form,  adapted  himself  more  closely  to  the  accepted 
terminology,  but  that  he  also  gave  to  the  ancient  type  of  doc- 
trine, already  heterodox,  a  philosophical,  an  Aristotelian,  basis, 
and  treated  it  ethically  and  biblically.  He  undoubtedly  learned 
much  from  Origen ;  but  he  recognised  the  worthlessness  of  the 
double    personality    construed    by   Origen,  for  he  has  deepened 

1     KccTuisv    otTTOTS^eÜT^xt    Tov  Kupiov — 1|   xvipuTTOv  yiyo'Ji'Jxi  TO-J  Xpii7T0v  @b6v 

i/O'TSpOV    Xt/TOV    Ik    TrpOKOlT^Z    TB^eOTTCtVlfT^Xl. 

"  Vincentius,  Commonit.  35 — Athanasius  (c.  Ariam  IV.  30)  relates  that  the  disci- 
ples of  Paul  appealed  to  Acts  X.  36  in  support  of  their  distinction  between  the 
Logos  and  Jesus:  tov  Aoyov  xTri<rTSt?^ev  toIz  vioic;  ^l^pxijÄ  si/xyyeP^i^of^evot;  sipvjvyjv 
Six  'Iifs-ov  Xpta-Tov.  They  said  that  there  was  a  distinction  here  like  that  in  the 
O.  T.  between  the  word  of  the  Lord  and  of  the  prophets. 

■'    Epiphan.  I.e.,  c.  3;  see  also  the  letter  of  the  six  Bishops  in  Routh,  I.e.,  p.  291. 

^  On  the  supreme  interest  taken  by  Paul  in  the  unity  of  God  see  p.  42,  note  3, 
Epiph.  I.e.,  ch.  I. 

5    Euseb.  H.  E.  VII.  30.  9. 
*    Euseb.  I.e.,  ^  10. 
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the  exposition  given  by  the  latter  of  the  personaHty  of  Christ, 
and  seen  that  "  what  is  attained  by  nature  is  void  of  merit" 
(to,  zpxTcvfy.£yiz  rü  AoyM  rijg  (pV73coc  cvz  s^^t  sTTXiysy).  Paul's 
expositions  of  nature  and  will  in  the  Persons,  of  the  essence 
and  power  of  love,  of  the  divinity  of  Christ,  only  to  be  per- 
ceived in  the  work  of  His  ministry,  because  exclusively  con- 
tained in  unity  of  will  with  God,  are  almost  unparalleled  in 
the  whole  dogmatic  literature  of  the  Oriental  Churches  in  the 
first  three  centuries.  For,  when  such  passages  do  occur  in 
Origen,  they  at  once  disappear  again  in  metaphysics,  and  we 
do  not  know  the  arguments  of  the  Alogi  and  the  Theodotians. ' 
It  is,  above  all,  the  deliberate  rejection  of  metaphysical  specu- 
lation which  distinguishes  Paul;  he  substituted  for  it  the  study 
of  history  and  the  determination  of  worth  on  moral  grounds 
alone,  thus  reversing  Origen's  maxim :  o  a-ccri^p  ov  zxt"  [j'^stcvtIxv, 
aXKoc  kxt'  ovdixv  fVr}  ösög  (the  Saviour  is  God  not  by  commu- 
nion, but  in  essence).  As  he  kept  his  dogmatic  theology  free 
from  Platonism,  his  difference  with  his  opponents  began  in  his 
conception  of  God.  The  latter  described  the  controversy  very 
correctly,  when  they  said  that  Paul  "had  betrayed  the  mystery 
of  the  Christian  faith,"  *  i.e.,  the  mystic  conception  of  God  and 
Christ  due  to  natural  philosophy ;  or  '*  when  they  complained 
of  Paul's  denial  that  the  difficulty  of  maintaining  the  unity 
of  deity,    side    by   side    with    a    plurality    of   persons,  was  got 

1  The  three  fragments  of  "Ebion"  given  by  Mai,  I.e.,  p.  68,  and  strangely  held 
by  Hilgenfeld  to  be  genuine  (Ketzergeschichte,  p.  437  f.),  seem  to  me  likewise  to 
belong  to  Paul:  at  any  rate  they  correspond  to  his  doctrine:  'Ektj^q  Trepi  Tpoipi^TcSv 
i%vj'yvj(TBCiO(;  (l)  Kar'  gxayytAf /a;v  (j.e.yxii  nat  ix/^eKTog  tv poi^viTvi^  itrrlv,  'tc-ui;  (xs<ririfi; 
aoii  voizoisTiii;  rv.r  Koe/rTCvct;  SiU^yjx'ii  yevoi^evoi;-  oo-tk;  ixvTOv  kpoupyt^a-xi;  VTrtp  ttxv- 
TCiiv  niav  scpocvt^  xxt  öi^Ävia-tv  y.cci  evspyeixv  e%ftjv  Trpb^  tov  ®s6v,  äsÄccv  loaTrsp  ©so; 
7r<zvr«;  xvSpoiiTrovi;  n-uSiii/xi  y.xi  sli;  CTriyvcüatv  x?i>iöe/x(;  IaÖeTv  ri??  St''  xvtov  rii  y.öo'iJ.ia 
5/'  wv  eipyxirxTO  C^xvsp(>>^ei(Tvii;. — (2)  S;tf(75;  yxp  Tjj  kxtx  SiaxiO(Tvvvjv  xxt  ttöÖcii  Tii 
KXTX  cpiAxvipaiTfixv  a-vvx^öiii;  tm  &£ii,  ouSsv  str^ev  iMSiJt.epiiTiJ.£)/ov  Trpot;  tov  &e6v,  Six 
TO  /jLixv  uiiroü  Kxt  tov  ®sov  yevso'Sxi  rijv  6sÄ>i(7iv  xxi  Tijv  svepysixv  tcSv  stti  tvj 
a-ü/TT^pix  TÜV  xvöpctiTTCiiv  xyxiäjv.  —  (3)  El  yxp  lö^Ätfo-sv  xvtov  ©ebt;  a-TXvpüiii^vxi,  xxi 
xxTsSstXTO  Aeywv.  Mi^  to  ef-t'öv,  «AA«  to  (TOv  yevsa-öiii  &e?^yiij.x,  JijAov  oti  fz/xv  e<rxsv 
(J.ETX  TOV  &£ov  TJjv  fleA^(r/v  Kxi  Tijv  Tzpxtiv,  exslvo  &£?\v\a-xti  >cxi  Trpx^xQ,  oTTsp  eSote 
Tci  ©Ew.  The  second  and  third  fragments  may  be  by  Thcodorus  of  Mops.,  but 
hardly  the  first. 

2  In  Euseb.  II.  E.  VII.  30.   10. 

3  Epiph.  1.  c,  ch.  III.:  rixvÄoq  ov  Xeysi  uovov  ®ebv  Six  to  vyjyijv  slvxi  tov  TrxTspx. 
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over  simply  by  making  the  Father  their  source.  What  is  that 
but  to  admit  that  Paul  started  in  his  idea  of  God,  not  from 
the  substance,  but  from  the  person?  He  here  represented  the 
interests  of  theism  as  against  the  chaotic  naturalism  of  Plato- 
nism.  And  in  appreciating  the  character  of  Jesus  he  refused 
to  recognise  its  uniqueness  and  divinity  in  his  "nature";  these 
he  found  only  in  his  disposition  and  the  direction  of  his  will. 
Therefore  while  Christ  as  a  person  was  never  to  him  "mere 
man"  {^iXlq  h^f::c7ro:),  yet  Christ's  natural  endowment  he  would 
not  recognise  as  exceptional.  But  as  Christ  had  been  predestin- 
ated by  God  in  a  unique  manner,  so  in  conformity  to  the  prom- 
ises the  Spirit  and  the  grace  of  God  rested  on  him  exception- 
ally; and  thus  his  work  in  his  vocation  and  his  life,  with  and 
in  God,  had  been  unique.  This  view  left  room  for  a  human 
life,  and  if  Paul  has,  ultimately,  used  the  formula,  that  Christ 
had  become  God,  his  appeal  to  Philipp.  II.  9  shows  in  what 
sense  he  understood  the  words. 

His  opponents,  indeed,  charged  him  with  sophistically  and 
deceitfully  concealing  his  true  opinion  behind  phrases  with  an 
orthodox  sound.  It  is  possible,  in  view  of  the  fact,  e.g.,  that 
he  called  the  impersonal  Logos  "Son",  that  there  is  some 
truth  in  this;  but  it  is  not  probable.  He  was  not  understood, 
or  rather  he  was  misunderstood.  Many  theologians  at  the  present 
day  regard  the  theology  of  Hermas  as  positively  Nicene,  al- 
though it  is  hardly  a  whit  more  orthodox  than  that  of  Paul.  If 
such  a  misunderstanding  is  possible  to  the  scholars  of  to-day — 
and  Hermas  was  certainly  no  dissembler, — why  can  Firmilian 
not  have  looked  on  Paul  as  orthodox  for  a  time?  He  taught 
that  there  was  an  eternal  Son  of  God,  and  that  he  dwelt  in 
Jesus;  he  proclaimed  the  divinity  of  Christ,  held  there  were 
two  persons  (God  and  Jesus),  and  with  the  Alexandrians  rejected 
Sabellianism,  On  this  very  point,  indeed,  a  sort  of  concession 
seems  to  have  been  made  to  him  at  the  Synod.  We  know  that 
the    Synod    expressly    censured  the  term  "5/y.ö5yjr/ö^", '  and  this 

1  This  was  a  well-known  matter  at  the  time  of  the  Aiian  controversy,  and  the  Semi- 
Arians,  e.g.^  appealed  expressly  to  the  decision  at  Ancyra.  SeeSozomen  H.  E.  IV.  15  : 
Athanas.,  De  Synod.  43  sq.;  Basilius,  Ep.  52;  Hilarius  de  synodis  81,  86;  Routh,l.c., 
pp.  360—365,  Hefekj  Conciliengesch.  I.,  2,  p.  140  f.  :  Caspari,  Quellen  IV.,  p.  170  f. 
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was  done,  Athanasius  conjectures,  to  meet  an  objection  of  Paul. 
He  is  said  to  have  argued  as  follows: — If  Christ  is  not,  as  he 
taught,  essentially  human,  then  he  is  oy.o:v7ics  with  the  Father. 
But  if  that  be  true  then  the  Father  is  not  the  ultimate  source 
of  the  deity,  but  Being  (the  o-jcrix),  and  thus  we  have  three 
o-j(Tixi ; '  in  other  words  the  divinity  of  the  Father  is  itself  de- 
rivative, and  the  Father  is  of  identical  origin  with  the  Son, — 
"they  become  brothers".  This  can  have  been  an  objection 
made  by  Paul.  The  Aristotelian  conception  of  the  ovtix 
would  correspond  to  his  turn  of  thought,  and  so  would  the 
circumstance,  that  the  possibility  of  a  subordinate,  natural, 
divinity  on  the  part  of  the  Son  is  left  out  of  the  question.  The 
Synod  again  can  very  well  have  rejected  ofy.oov7iog  in  the  inter- 
ests of  anti-sabellianism.  ^  Yet  it  is  just  as  possible  that,  as 
Hilarius  says,  the  Synod  condemned  the  term  because  Paul 
himself  had  declared  God  and  the  impersonal  Logos  (the  Son) 
to  be  oy.oovcrisc,  i.e.,  "  of  the  same  substance,  of  one  substance".  ^ 
However  that  may  be,  whenever  Paul's  view  was  seen  through, 
it  was  at  once  felt  by  the  majority  to  be  in  the  highest  degree 
heretical.  No  one  was  yet  quite  clear  as  to  what  sort  ofthing 
this  "naturally — divine"  element  in  Christ  was.  Even  Origen 
had  taught  that  he  possessed  a  divinity  to  which  prayer  might 
not  be  oftered.  "•  But  to  deny  the  divine  nature  (physis)  to  the 
Redeemer,  was  universally  held  to  be  an  attack  on  the  Rule 
of  Faith.  *  They  correctly  perceived  the  really  weak  point  in 
Paul's  Christology,  his  teaching,  namely,  that  there  were  actually 
two    Sons    of   God ;  ^    Hermas,   however,    had  already  preached 

1     Athanas.    I.e.;    oc-j xy y.vi   rfiic,    ovtrixt;     slvxi,  (J-Ixv  [/.sv  'zpoy^youjj.i^n^v,  rxi  Se  $vo 

-  This  is  also  the  opinion  of  Basilius  (I.e.) :  e^piza-xv  yxp  lastvoi  (the  Bishops 
assembled  against  Paul)  t^v  rov  6(j.cov<tio\j  (^covifv  'Kct^tirrcf.v  'ivvoixv  ol/tr/xg  re  kxi 
TÜv  «tt'  xvTvii,  oo(TT£  KXTXf^e pio'Selo'xv  rijv  oiKTiX'j  TTxpex^'^  '^"^  Ojioovtr/ov  rifv  Trpo- 
a-tjyoptxv  To7s  eJs  x  h^peSii. 

^  Dorner's  view  (I.e.  I.  p.  513)  is  impossible  because  resting  on  a  false  inter- 
pretation of  the  word  oizooua-iot; ;  Paul  held  the  Father  and  Jesus  to  be  6i^oov<rioi  in 
so  far  as  they  were  persons^  and  therefore  the  Synod  condemned  the  term. 

■»    See  De  orat.   15,  i6. 

5    Euseb.  H.  E.  VII.  30    6,  16. 

'  See  Malchion  in  Leontius  (Routh,  I.e.,  p.  312):  Uxüäoq  ^i^a-i'v,  /xi;  Svo  stti^txo-- 
5:ii    t/Zbi/?'  (I  Ss  vide  6  'I,  Xp.  roV  &sov,  vio^  Si  kxI  i]  a-o^ix,  kxi  xääo  /xev  ii  a-o^tx. 
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this,  and  Paul  was  not  in  earnest  about  the  "eternal  Son". 
Yet  this  was  only  a  secondary  matter.  The  crucial  difference 
had  its  root  in  the  question  as  to  the  divine  nature  (physis)  of 
the  Redeemer. 

Now  here  it  is  of  the  highest  interest  to  notice  how  far,  in 
the  minds  of  many  Bishops  in  Palestine  and  Syria,  the  specu- 
lative interpretation  of  the  Rule  of  Faith  had  taken  the  place 
of  that  rule  itself  If  we  compare  the  letter  of  Hymenaeus  of 
Jerusalem  and  his  five  colleagues  to  Paul  with  the  regiila  fidei 
— not,  say,  that  of  Tertullian  and  Irenaeus— but  the  Rule  of 
Faith  with  which  Origen  has  headed  his  great  work :  'ks^\  dpx^v, 
then  we  are  astonished  at  the  advance  in  the  times.  The 
Bishops  explain  at  the  opening  of  their  letter,  '  that  they  desired 
to  expound,  "  in  writing,  the  faith  which  we  received  from  the 
beginning,  and  possess,  having  been  transmitted  and  kept  in 
the  Catholic  Church,  proclaimed  up  to  our  day  by  the  successors 
of  the  blessed  Apostles,  who  were  both  eye-witnesses  and  assistants 
of  the  Logos,  from  the  law  and  prophets  and  the  New  Testament." 
(^yypx^pov  TVjv  tt'i^tiv  vjv  i^  otp'x/is  'TrxpsXa.ßoi/.sv  v.xi  'ixoy^sv  Tfxpx- 
'^o^s'idxv  zx)  r'/jpov[jJv/jv  sv  r^  zx^o?.izij  y,x)  xyix  hz-xX'/jirlciL,  f^exP^ 
T>j;  cr>jf/.£pov  yjf/Jpxg  ix  ^ix'^ox>i?  ^'^'o  tccv  [j.xx,xplccv  txTrorrroXccj,  ol 
nx)  xvTOTTTXt  jcx)  vT'/jpsTxi  ysycivx^i  rox)  Xoyov,  y.x.rx.yysXXoi/.sv/iv, 
iz  vo(/,ov  zx)  Trpo^ViTcuv  zx)  Tijg  zxivy^q  ^ix^'/jz^^q.)  But  zvhat  they 
presented  as  "  tJie  fait  J i  "  and  furnished  with  proof s  from  Scrip- 
ture,  ivas   the   speculative   theology, '     In    no    other  writing  can 

«AAo  he  'I.  Xp.,  hvo  v^i'a-TxvTxi  vioi.  See  also  Ephraem  in  Photius,  Biblioth.  cod. 
229.  Farther  the  Ep.  II.  Felicis  II.  papas  ad  Petrum  Fullonem. 

'    See  Routh,  I.e.,  p.  289  sq. 

-  The  TTia-Ti;  e%  «/>%>??  TrxpxX^^ipösla-x  reads  (I.e.) :  "Ort  6  0eo$  «yevvijTO?,  sTi;  xvxp- 
X^it  xöpxTOi;,  xvx^Äoiü)TO(;,  cv  elSev  ovSeiq  xvipuTruv,  ovSe  iSs7v  Svvxrxr  ov  t^v  So^xv 
tf  TO  i^eysöoi;  voJitrxi  i^  st^^yvjiTXiT^xi  kx^m^  Icttiv  x^iuq  tv\c;  xä^jÖs/xi;,  xvSpuTn'vyj  Cfjoasi 
xvsiptKTOV  svvoixv  Ss  xxi  ovuxrcvv  i^srpixv  Tripi  xI/tov  Äxßslv,  xyxTryjTÖv,  xttokxävtt- 
TOVTOi;  rov  viov  xutov  .  .  .  tovtov  Ss  tov  viov  yevvi^TÖv,  (Movoyevi/i  viov,  eixövx  tov 
xopxTOv  @iov  Tvyx^vovTX,  TTpuTÖTOKOv  Trxcrtji;  KTiirewz  (TOip/xv  Kxi  Äöyov  KXi  Svvxi^iv 
@eov,  TTpb  xluivuv  ovrx,  ov  TrpcyvciKrsi,  «AA'  ova-fx  xxt  inrotrrxs-it  ®eov  @eov  viov,  'ev 
T£  TTxKxix  XXI  vix  Six^jjxifl  iyvuKÖTii;  6iJ.o>\oyov(j.£v  ax)  xyipva-aojisv.  o;  5'  xv  xvTii-ix- 
X^STXt  TOV  VIOV  TOV  ®sov  ®e'ov  (/.yj  sivxi  Trpb  KXTxßoÄ^i;  KOa-fzov  {Sslv)  TiaTSvsiv  y.xi 
oiJiohoyeiv,  (pxsKCiiv  Suo  SeoiK;  xxTxyysÄÄso'Sxi,  sxv  6  viot;  tov  &£ov  0eo?  Ktjpvira'ijTxi 

TOVTOV     XXÄÖTptOV     TOV     SXX^f^(TlXa-TIKOV     XXVOVOt;     iiyOVI^eSx,     KXt     TTXffXt     XI    xxSoÄixxi 

SKX?\yia-ixi  a-vi^'Puivoviriv  vi[üv.     The  prehistoric  history  of  the  Son  is  now  expounded j 
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we  see  the  triumph  in  the  sphere  of  reHgion  of  the  theology 
of  philosophy  or  of  Origen,  i.e.,  of  Hellenism,  so  clearly,  as  in 
this  letter,  in  which  philosophical  dogmatics  are  put  forward 
as  the  faith  itself.  But  further.  At  the  end  of  the  third  century 
even  the  baptismal  confessions  zuere  expafided  in  the  East  by 
the  adoption  of  propositions  borrozved  from  philosophical  theo- 
loo-y; '  or,  to  put  it  ifi  another  zvay, — baptismal  cojifessions  ap- 
parently 710ZÜ  first  formulated,  zuere  introduced  in  many  Oriental 
communities,  zvhich  also  nozv  contained  the  doctrine  of  the  Logos. 
Since  these  statements  were  directed  against  Sabellianism  as 
well   as    against  "  Ebionitism  " ;  they  will  be  discussed  later  on. 

With  the  deposition  and  removal  of  Paul  the  historian's  inte- 
rest in  his  case  is  at  an  end.  It  was  henceforth  no  longer 
possible  to  gain  a  hearing,  in  the  great  forum  of  Church  life, 
for  a  Christology  which  did  not  include  the  personal  pre-exist- 
ence  of  the  Redeemer:  no  one  was  permitted  henceforth  to 
content  himself  with  the  elucidation  of  the  divinely-human  life 
of  Jesus  in  his  work.  It  was  necessary  to  believe  in  the  divine 
nature  (physis)  of  the  Redeemer. "  The  smaller  and  remote 
communities  were  compelled  to  imitate  the  attitude  of  the 
larger.  Yet  we  know  from  the  circular  letter  of  Alexander  of 
Alexandria,  A.D.  321,^  that  the  doctrine  of  Paul  did  not  by 
any  means  pass  away  without  leaving  a  trace,     Lucian  and  his 

and  then  it  goes  on :  tov  ^s  viov  vrxpx  rSs  Trxrpi  ovrsc  ®£ov  (j.lv  xxi  y.vpiov  tZv 
ysvyiTÜv  xTTxvTuv,  VTTO  Ss  TOV  TTXTpot;  xTroa-TXÄsvrx  e%  ovpxvüv  kxi  (rxpKuSevrx  sv^v- 
dpcari^KSVxi.  SiOTrep  xxi  to  en  t^j?  Tfxpisvov  a-üjix  ;^wp5}(7«v  ttxv  to  TrKvipcaiix  tvh 
SeöryiToi;  o-mi^xtikü?,  tPi  ösöt^ti  xtpstttmi;  i^vurxi  y.xi  TeisoTroii^Txi  and  at  the  close: 
el    $s   Xpia-TOi;  Osov  ^uvx(j.ti;  y.xt  @sov  g-o^ix  Trpo   xiuvuv  la-Tiv  ovtm  kxi  xxib  Xpia-- 

TO?     "gl'      XXI     TO    XVTO     oilV    T^      ollTlt/.-      £1    XXI    TX    /ZaA/ST«    TTO^hxtz    eTTIVOlXli;    STT IVOÜT XI. 

See  also  Halin,  Bibl.  d.  Symbol.  2  Aufl.  §  82. 

1  The  propositions  are  undoubtedly  as  a  rule  phrased  biblically,  and  they  are 
biblical;  but  they  are  propositions  preferred  and  edited  by  the  learned  exegesis  of 
the  Alexandrian  which  certainly  j  was  extremely  closely  allied  with  philosophical 
speculation. 

2  The  followers  of  Paul  were  no  longer  looked  upon  as  Christians  even  at  the 
beginning  of  the  fourth  century,  and  therefore  they  were  re-baptised.  See  the  19 
Canon  of  Nicsea:  Tlsp^i  tuv  TIxväixvkj-xvtcov,  sItx  Trpoa-^pvyovTUv  Tjj  xxSoÄix^  exxAtja-ix, 
opoi;  exTedeiTxi  xvxßxTTTi^ea-ßxi  xi/rovi  s^xTrxvTOi. 

3  Theodoret  II.  E.  I.  4. 
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famous  academy,  the  alma  mater  of  Arianism,  were  inspired  by 
the  genius  of  Paul.  '  Lucian — himself  perhaps,  a  native  of  Samo- 
sata — had,  during  the  incumbency  of  three  Bishops  of  Antioch, 
remained,  like  Theodotus  and  his  party  in  Rome,  at  the  head 
of  a  school  outside  of  the  great  Catholic  Church.  -  In  his 
teaching,  and  in  that  of  Arius,  the  foundation  laid  by  Paul  is 
unmistakable.  ^  But  Lucian  has  falsified  the  fundamental  thought 
of  Paul  in  yielding  to  the  assumption  of  a  Logos,  though  a 
very  subordinate  and  created  Logos,  and  in  putting  this  in  the 
place  of  the  man  Jesus,  while  his  disciples,  the  Arians,  have, 
in  the  view  sketched  by  them  of  the  person  of  Christ,  been 
unable  to  retain  the  features  Paul  ascribed  to  it;  though  they 
also  have  emphasised  the  importance  of  the  will  in  Christ.  We 
must  conclude,  however,  that  Arianism,  as  a  whole,  is  nothing 
but  a  compromise  between  the  Adoptian  and  the  Logos  Christ- 
ology,  which  proves  that  after  the  close  of  the  3rd  century, 
no  Christology  was  possible  in  the  Church  which  failed  to  re- 
cognise the  personal  pre-existence  of  Christ. 

Photinus  approximated  to  Paul  of  Samosata  in  the  fourth 
century.  Above  all,  however,  the  great  theologians  of  Antioch 
occupied  a  position  by  no  means  remote  from  him;  for  the 
presupposition  of  the  personal  Logos  Homousios  in  Christ, 
which  they  as  Church  theologians  had  to  accept  simply,  could 
be    combined    much    better    with  the  thought  of  Paul,  than  the 

1    See  my  article  "Lucian"  ia  Herzog's  R.E.  2  Aufl.,  Bd.  VIII.,  p.  767  ff. 

-  See  Theodoret  I.e.  :  xutoi  yxp  @soc)iSxktci  ea-rs,  oi/k  xyvoovvrs:;  on  i)  systy^o^ 
STcevxa'TZirx  tTi  eK>i?\i^S'tX(TTiKyji  ivasßsle/.  SiSxffxxÄtx  'E/3/wvd?  sirrt  kxi  ^ApTSjzx,  y.xi 
^i^Äoi;  Tov  kxt'  'AvTtöxiixv  TlxvÄov  tqv  'Exijioitxtscik;,  a-vvöSai  Kxt  Kpia-st  tüv  xtxv- 
TÄ^oC  eTTurxOTTuv  xTOKvipvx^ivroi;  t>5i;  Ikk^^vjo-ixz — ov  SixSs^xixeva<;  Aovkixvoq  xttoitv- 
vxyooyoQ  'ei/,etve  rptcSv  exta-KÖTTiiiv  voÄvsTelt;  %f30vot/? — üv  TvtQ  xa-sßstxi;  rijv  rpvyx 
eppo^yiKOrei;    (seil.  Arian  and  his  companions)  vvv  viix-tv  to  'E|  oIk  'o-jtmv  iTs^v-yfo-xv, 

TX    IKSlVülV    KSapV^ilJiivX    l/.OtXX^'^l-l'XTX. 

3  See  esp.  Athanas.  c.  Arian  I.  5.  "Arius  says  that  there  are  two  wisdoms,  one 
which  is  the  true  one  and  at  the  same  time  exists  in  God  ;  through  this  the  Son  arose 
and  by  participation  in  it  he  was  simply  named  Word  and  Wisdom;  for  wisdom,  he 
says,  originated  through  wisdom  according  to  the  will  of  the  wise  God.  Then  he  also 
says  that  there  is  another  W'ord  apart  from  the  Son  in  God,  and  through  participation 
therein  the  Son  himself  has  been  again  named  graciously  Word  and  Son."  This 
is  the  doctrine  of  Paul  of  Samos.,  taken  over  by  Arius  from  Lucian.  On  the 
distinction  see  above. 
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Arian  assumption  of  a  subordinate  god,  with  attributes  half- 
human,  half-divine.  So  also  the  arguments  of  Theodore  of  Mop- 
suestia  as  to  the  relation  of  the  Logos  and  the  man  Jesus,  as 
to  nature,  will,  disposition,  etc.,  are  here  and  there  verbally  iden- 
tical with  those  of  Paul ;  and  his  opponents,  especially  Leontius,  ^ 
were  not  so  far  wrong  in  charging  Theodore  with  teaching  like 
Paul.  -  Paul  was  in  fact  condemned  a  second  time  in  the  great 
scholars  of  Antioch,  and  — strangely — his  name  was  once  more 
mentioned,  and  for  the  third  time,  in  the  Monothelite  contro- 
versy. In  this  case  his  statements  as  to  the  one  will  {f/,ix 
6s>,virric  sc.  of  God  and  Jesus)  were  shamefully  misused,  in  order 
to  show  to  the  opposition  that  their  doctrine  had  been  already 
condemned  in  the  person  of  the  arch-heretic. 

We  possess,  however,  another  ancient  source  of  information, 
of  the  beginning  of  the  4th  century,  the  Acta  Archelai.  ^  This 
shows  us  that  at  the  extreme  eastern  boundary  of  Christendom 
there  persisted  even  among  Catholic  clerics,  if  we  may  use  here 
the  word  Catholic,  Christological  conceptions  which  had  remained 
unaffected  by  Alexandrian  theology,  and  aiust  be  classed  with 
Adoptianism.  The  author's  exposition  of  Christ  consists,  so 
far  as  we  can  judge,  in  the  doctrine  of  Paul  of  Samosata.  ^ 
Here  we  are  shown  clearly  that  the  Logos  Christology  had,  at 
the  beginning  of  the  4th  century,  not  yet  passed  beyond  the 
borders  of  the  Christendom  comprehended  in  the  Roman 
Empire. 

1  See  in  Routh,  I.e.,  p.  347  sq. 

2  See  the  careful  and  comprehensive  collection  of  the  arguments  of  Theodore 
in  reference  to  christology,  in  Swete,  Theodori  Episcopi  Mopsuesteni  in  epp.  B. 
Pauli  Commentarii,  Vol.  II.  (1882),  pp.  289 — 339. 

^  We  have  to  compare  also  the  treatises  of  Aphraates,  written  shortly  before  the 
middle  of  the  4th  century.  He  adheres  to  the  designation  of  Christ  as  Logos 
according  to  John  I.  i ;  but  it  is  very  striking  that  in  our  Persian  author  there  is 
not  even  the  slightest  allusion  in  which  one  could  perceive  an  echo  of  the  Arian 
controversies  (Bickell,  Ausgewählte  Schriften  der  syr.  Kirchenvater  1874,  p.  15).  See 
tract  I,  '•'On  faith",  and  17,  "Proof  that  Christ  is  the  Son  of  God."' 

■*  On  the  origin  of  the  Acta  Archelai  see  my  Texte  -nd  Unters.  I.  3,  137  ff. 
The  principal  passages  are  to  be  found  in  ch.   ".9  and  50.  these  the  Churchman 

disputes  the  view  of  Mani,  that  Jesus  was  a  '  ,  the  eternai  Son  of  God,  perfect 

by    nature.     "Die    mihi,    super  quem  spiritus  iS  sicut  columba  descendit?     Si 

perfectus    erat,    si    filius    erat,    si  virtus  erat,  non  poterat  spiritus  iugredi,  sicut  nee 
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3.     Expiilsio7i  of  Modalistic  Monarchianism. 

(a).    The  Modalistic  Monarchians  in  Asia  Minor  and  in  the 

West:  Noetus,  Epigonus,  Cleomenes,  Aeschines,  Praxeas, 

Victorinus  (Victor),  Zephyrinus,  SabelHus,  CalHstus.  ' 

The  really  dangerous  opponent  of  the  Logos  Christology 
in  the  period  between  A.D.  180  and  300  was  not  Adoptianism, 
but  the  doctrine  which  saw  the  deity  himself  incarnate  in  Christ, 
and    conceived  Christ  to  be  God  in  a  human  body,  the  Father 

regnum  potest  ingredi  intra  regnum.  Cuius  autem  ei  cEelitus  emissa  vox  testimo- 
nium detulit  dicens:  Hie  est  filius  meus  dilectus,  in  quo  bene  complacui?  Die  age 
nihil  remoreris,  quis  ille  est,  qui  parat  hsec  omnia,  qui  agit  universa?  Responde 
itane  blasphemiam  pro  ratione  impudenter  allegas,  et  inferre  eonaris?"  The  following 
Christology  is  put  in  the  lips  of  Mani :  "Mihi  pium  videturdicere,  quod  nihil  eguerit 
filius  dei  in  eo  quod  adventus  eius  procuratur  ad  terras,  neque  opus  habuerit  eo- 
luniba,  neque  baptismate,  neque  matre,  neque  fratribus."  On  the  other  hand  Mani 
says  in  reference  to  the  Church  views:  "Si  enim  hominem  eum  tantummodo  ex 
Maria  esse  dicis  et  in  baptismate  spiritum  percepisse,  ergo  per  profectum  filius 
videbitur  et  non  per  naturam.  Si  tarnen  tibi  concedam  dicere,  secundum  profectum 
esse  filium  quasi  hominem  factum,  hominem  vere  esse  opinaris,  id  est,  qui  caro  et 
sanguis  sit?"  In  what  follows  Archelaus  says:  "Quomodo  poterit  vera  columba 
verum  hominem  ingredi  ^^tque  in  eo  permanere,  caro  enim  carnem  ingredi  non 
potest?  sed  magis  si  lesum  hominem  verum  confiteamur,  eum  vero,  qui  dicitur,  sicut 
columba,  Spiritum  Sanctum,  salva  est  nobis  ratio  in  utraque.  Spiritus  enim 
secundum  rectam  rationem  habitat  in  homine,  et  descendit  et  permanet  et  compe- 
tenter  hoc  et  factum  est  et  fit  semper . . .  Descendit  Spiritus  super  hominem  digntim 
se . . .  Poterat  dominus  in  caelo  positus  faeere  quae  voluerat,  si  spiritum  eum  esse 
et  non  hominem  dices.  Sed  non  ita  est,  quoniam  exinanivit  semetipsum  formam 
servi  accipiens.  Dico  atifem  de  eo^  qui  ex  Maria  f actus  est  homo.  Quid  enim? 
non  poteramus  et  nos  multo  facilius  ev  lautius  ista  narrare?  sed  absit,  ut  a  veritate 
deelinemus  iota  unum  aut  unum  apicem.  Est  enim  qui  de  Maria  natus  est  filius, 
qui  tolum  hoc  quod  magnum  est,  voluit  perferre  certamen  lesus.  Hie  est  Christus 
dei.^  qui  descendit  super  eu7n^  qtci  de  Maria  est .  . .  Statim  (post  baptismum)  in 
desertum  a  Spiritu  ductus  est  Testis.^  qttem  cum  diabolus  ignoraret^  dicebat  ei:  Si 
filius  est  dei.  Igtiorabat  autem  propter  quid  genuisset  filitan  dei  (seil.  Spiritus),  qui 
pradicabat  regnum  calorum,  quod  erat  habitaculum  magnum,  nee  ab  ullo  alio 
parari  potuisset;  unde  et  affixus  cruci  cum  resurrexisset  ab  inferis,  assumptus  est 
illuc,  ubi  Christus  filius  dei  regnabat  .  . .  Sicut  enim  Paracleti  pondus  nullus  alius 
valuit  sustinere  nisi  soli  discipuli  et  Paulus  beatus,  ita  etiam  spiritum,  qui  de  ca;lis 
descenderat,  per  quern  vox  paterua  testatur  dicens :  Hie  est  filius  meus  dilectus, 
nullus  alius  portare  prievaluit,  nisi  qui  ex  Maria  fiatus  est  super  omnes  sanctos 
lesusP  It  is  noteworthy  that  the  author  (in  oh.  37)  ranks  Sabellius  as  a  heretic 
with  Valentinus,  Mar       .,  and  Tatian. 

1  Dollinger,  Hip^olytus  und'  [f-.-itus,  1853.  Volkmar,  Hippolyt.  und  die  röm. 
Zeitgenossen,    1855.     Hagemai-  le    römische  Kirche,   1864.     Langen,  Gesch.  d. 

römischen    Kirche  I.,  p.   192  ff.     Numerous    monographs    on    Hippolytus    and    the 
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become  flesh.  Against  this  view  the  great  Doctors  of  the 
Church — TertuUian,  Origen,  Novatian,  but  above  all,  Hippolytus — 
had  principally  to  fight.  Its  defenders  were  called  by  TertulUan 
"  Monarchiani ",  and,  not  altogether  correctly,  "Patripassiani ", 
which  afterwards  became  the  usual  names  in  the  West  (see  e.g., 
Cypr.,  Ep.  73.  4).  In  the  East  they  were  all  designated,  after 
the  famous  head  of  the  school,  "Sabelliani"  from  the  second 
half  of  the  third  century;  yet  the  name  of  "  Patripassiani " 
was  not    quite    unknown    there    also.  '     Hippolytus    tells    us    in 

origin  of  the  Philosophumena,  as  also  on  the  authorities  for  the  history  of  tlie 
early  heretics,  come  in  here.  See  also  Caspari,  Quellen  III.,  vv.  //.  The  authorites 
are  for  Noetus,  the  Syntagma  of  Hippolytus  (Epiph.,  Philaster,  Pseudo-Tertull.),  and 
his  great  work  against  Monarchianism,  of  which  the  so-called  'Oiu>.ice.  'Itttto^vtov 
siQ  rifv  x'/psa-iv  Nojjtow  tivöi;  (Lagarde,  Hippol.  quoe  feruntur,  p.  43  sq.)  may  with 
extreme  probability  be  held  to  be  the  conclusion.  Both  these  works  have  been 
made  use  of  by  Epiph.  H.  57.  [When  Epiph.  (I.e.  ch.  i)  remarks  that  "Noetus  appeared 
±  130  years  ago",  it  is  to  be  inferred  that  he  fixed  the  date  from  his  authority,  the 
anti-monarchian  work  of  Hippolytus.  P"or  the  latter  he  must  have  had  a  date,  which 
he  believed  he  could  simply  transfer  to  the  period  of  Noetus,  since  Noetus  is 
described  in  the  book  as  ov  Trpo  tto^äov  %povot/  ysvoizsvoi;.  But  in  that  case  his 
source  was  written  about  A.D.  230 — 240,  i.e.,  almost  at  the  same  time  as  the  so- 
called  Little  Labyrinth.  It  is  also  possible,  however,  that  the  above  date  refers  to  the 
excommunication  of  Noetus.  In  that  case  the  work  which  has  recorded  this  event, 
can  have  been  written  at  the  earliest  in  the  fourth  decade  of  the  fourth  century]. 
Most  of  the  later  accounts  refer  to  that  of  Epiph.  An  independent  one  is  the 
section  Philos.  IX.  7  sq.  (X.  27 ;  on  this  Theodoret  is  dependent  H.  F.  III.  3). 
For  Epigonus  and  Cleomenes  we  have  Philos.  IX.  7,  10,  11,  X.  27;  Theodoret 
H.  F.  III.  3.  For  ^schines:  Pseudo-Tertull.  26;  Philos.  VIII.  19,  X.  26;  for 
Praxeas :  Tertull.  adv.  Prax.,  Pseudo-Tertull.  30.  The  later  Latin  writers  against 
heretics  are  at  this  point  all  dependent  on  TertuUian ;  yet  see  Optat.,  de  schism. 
I.  9.  Lipsius  has  tried  to  prove  that  TertuUian  has  used  "  Hippolytus  against 
Noetus"  in  his  work  adv.  Prax.  (Quellen-kritik,  p.  43 ;  Ketzergeschichte,  p.  183  f.; 
Jahrbuch  für  deutsche  Theologie,  1868,  p.  704)5  but  the  attempt  is  not  successful  (see 
Ztschr.  f.  d.  hist.  Theol.,  1874,  p.  200  f.).  For  Victorinus  we  have  Pseudo-Tertull.  30. 
For  Zephyrinus  and  Callistus :  Philos.  IX.  1 1  sq.  Origen  has  also  had  Roman 
Monarchians  in  view  in  many  of  the  arguments  in  his  commentaries.  On  Origen 's 
residence  in  Rome  and  his  relations  with  Hippolytus,  see  Euseb.  II.  E.  VI.  14; 
Jerome,  De  vir.  inl.  61  5  Photius  Cod.  121  ;  on  his  condemnation  at  Rome,  see 
Jerome  Ep.  33,  ch.  4. 

1  Orig.  in  Titum,  Lomm.  V.,  p.  287  "  .  . .  sicut  et  illos,  qui  superstitiose  magis 
quam  religiose,  uti  ne  videantur  duos  deos  dicere,  neque  rursum  negare  salvatoris 
deitatem,  unam  eandemque  substantiam  patris  ac  filii  asseverant,  id  est,  duo  quidem 
nomina  secundum  diversitatem  causarum  recipientes,  unam  tarnen  vTroa-rxa-iv  sub- 
sistere,  id  est,  unam  personam  duobus  nominibus  subiacentem,  qui  latine  Patripas- 
siani   appellantur."     Athanas.,    de    synod.  7  after  the  formula  Aiitioch.  macrostich. 
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the  Philosophumena,  that  at  that  time  the  Monarchian  contro- 
versy agitated  the  whole  Church,  '  and  TertuUian  and  Origen 
testified,  that  in  their  day  the  "economic"  trinity,  and  the 
technical  application  of  the  conception  of  the  Logos  to  Christ, 
were  regarded  by  the  mass  of  Christians  with  suspicion.  ^ 
Modalism,  as  we  now  know  from  the  Philosoph.,  was  for  almost 
a  generation  the  official  theory  in  Rome.  That  it  was  not  an 
absolute    novelty   can    be   proved ;  ^  but  it  is  very  probable,  on 

1  IX.    6  :    (/.syia-TOV    rxpaxov    kztx  -kolvtx  tov  koo-i^ov  sv  ttxtiv  roli;  XidToic,  efz- 

2  Ad.  Prax.  3  :  Simplices  quique,  ne  dixerim  imprudentes  et  idiotae,  quje  maior 
semper  pars  credentium  est,  quoniani  et  ipsa  regula  fidei  a  pluribus  diis  SEeciili  ad 
unicum  et  verum  deum  transfert,  non  intelligentes  unicum  quidem,  sed  cum  sua 
oIkovoimix  esse  credendum,  expavescunt  ad  o]kovoij.ixv  . . .  Itaque  duos  et  tres  iam 
iactitant  a  nobis  pra;dicari,  se  vero  unius  del  cultores  prcesumunt , . .  monarchiam 
inquiunt  tenemus."  Orig.,  in  Joh.  II  3.  Lomm.  I.  p.  95:  "Erspoi  Ss  oi  fj.ii5ev  ilSd- 
TfC,  ei  fJ-ii  'Ivjo-ovv  Xpia-rbv  xxi  tovtov  la-rxvpuivivov,  rov  yevöfzsvov  a-xptcec  XoyoM  ro 
•xxv  voiii<TXVTS(;  slvxt  Tov  ^oyov,  Xpia-Tov  xxrx  crxpxx  /zdvov  yiyvaiirxovcri  rotovrov  Ss 
s<7Ti  TO  7r/i5(3o?  räv  TrgTrnrrsvxsvxt  vo(/.iXo(j.iv(av.  Origen  has  elsewhere  distinguished 
four  grades  in  religion:  (i)  those  who  worship  idols,  (2)  those  who  worship  angelic 
powers,    (3)  those  to  whotn  Christ  is  the  entire  God^  (4)  those  whose  thoughts  rise 

•to  the  unchangeable  deity.  Clement  (Strom.  VI.  10)  had  already  related  that  there 
were  Christians  who,  in  their  dread  of  heresy,  demanded  that  everything  should 
be  abandoned  as  superfluous  and  alien,  which  did  not  teiid  directly  to  blessedness. 

3  See  above  (Vol.  I.,  p.  195)  where  reference  is  made,  on  the  one  hand, 
to  the  Modalism  reflected  in  Gnostic  and  Enkratitic  circles  (Gosp.  of  the  Egypt., 
and  Acta  Lenc,  Simonians  in  Iren.  I.  231);  on  the  other,  to  the  Church  formulas 
phrased,  or  capable  of  being  interpreted,  modalistically  (see  II.  Ep.  of  Clement, 
Ign.  ad  Ephes.,  Melito  [Syr.  Fragments];  and  in  addition,  passages  which  speak 
of  God  having  suffered,  died,  etc.).  It  is  instructive  to  notice  that  the  development 
in  Marcionite  Churches  and  Montanist  communities  moved  parallel  to  that  in  the 
great  Church.  Marcion  himself,  being  no  dogmatist,  did  not  take  any  interest  in  the 
question  of  the  relation  of  Christ  to  the  higher  God.  Therefore  it  is  not  right  to 
reckon  him  among  the  Modalists,  as  Neander  has  done  (Gnost.  Syxteme  p.  294 
Kirchengesch.  I.  2,  p.  796).  But  it  is  certain  that  later  Marcionites  in  the  West 
taught  Patripassianism  (Ambros.  de  fide  V.  13.  162,  T.  IL,  p.  579;  Ambrosiaster 
ad  1.  Cor.  II.  2,  T.  II.,  App.  p.  117).  Marcionites  and  Sabellians  were  therefore 
at  a  later  date  not  seldom  classed  together.  Among  the  Montanists  at  Rome  there 
were,  about  A.D.  200,  a  Modalistic  party  and  one  that  taught  like  Hippolytus-  at 
the  head  of  the  former  stood  yEschines,  at  the  head  of  the  latter  Proculus.  Of 
the  followers  of  ^schines,  Hippolytus  says  (Philos.  X.  26)  that  their  doctrine 
was  that  of  Noetus:  xhrov  slvxt  vtbv  Kxt  Trxripx,  opxrov  xxi  xdpxTOv;  yswiirdv  xxi 
uysvvyiTOV,  dvyjTOv  xxi  xixvxrov.  It  is  rather  an  idle  question  whether  Montanus 
himself  and  the  prophetic  women  taught  Modalism.  They  certainly  used  formulas 
which  had  a  Modalistic  sound;  but  they  had  also  others  which  could  afterwards  be 
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the  other  hand,  that  a  ModaHstic  doctrine,  which  sought  to 
exclude  every  other,  only  existed  from  the  end  of  the  second 
century.  It  was  in  opposition  to  Gnosticism  that  the  first  effort 
was  made  to  fix  theologically  the  formulas  of  a  naive  Modahsm, 
and  that  these  were  used  to  confront  the  Logos  Christology  in 
order  (i)  to  avert  Ditheism,  (2)  to  maintain  the  complete  divin- 
ity of  Christ,  and  (3)  to  prevent  the  attacks  of  Gnosticism.  An 
attempt  was  also  made,  however,  to  prove  Modalism  by  exe- 
gesis. That  is  equivalent  to  saying  that  this  form  of  doctrine, 
which  was  embraced  by  the  great  majority  of  Christians,  '  was 
supported  by  scientific  authorities,  from  the  end  of  the  second 
century.  But  it  can  be  shown  without  difficulty,  how  hurtful 
any  contact  with  theology  could  not  fail  to  be  to  the  naive  \ 
conception  of  the  incarnation  of  the  deity  in  Christ,  and  we  may  say  i 
that  it  was  all  over  with  it — though  of  course  the  death-struggle  ' 
lasted  long — when  it  found  itself  compelled  to  attack  others  or 
to  defend  itself.  When  it  required  to  clothe  itself  in  a  cloak 
manufactured  by  a  scientific  theology,  and  to  reflect  on  the 
idea  of  God,  it  belied  its  own  nature,  and  lost  its  raison  d'etre. 
What  it  still  retained  was  completely  distorted  by  its  opponents. 
Hippolytus  has  in  the  Philosophumena  represented  the  doctrine 
of   Noetus     to     have    been    borrowed    from    Heraclitus.      That 

nterjireted  and  could  not  but  be  interpreted  "economically".  In  the  Test,  of  the 
XII.  Patriarchs  many  passages  that,  in  the  Jewish  original,  spoke  of  Jehovah's  ap- 
pearance among  his  people  must  now  have  received  a  Christian  impress  from  tlieir 
Christian  editor.  It  is  remarkable  that,  living  in  the  third  century,  he  did  not 
scruple  to  do  this,  see  Simeon  6  :  on  6  xvpio^  6  ©so?  iJ.syeei;  tov  'lo-pÄi^A,  cpxivoiis- 
vot;  STTi  yvii  ug  xvSpuTroi;  axi  a-u^uv  hv  xWSi  rov  'ASxfz  .  .  .  on  6  ©so?  aä^x  ^xßuiv 
Kx^i  ffvvsa-itcov  xvipaiTToii;  so-aia-sv  xvipiinrovi; ;  Levi  5,  Jud.  22,  Issachar.  7  :  e^ovts? 
ueä'  exvTüjv  tov  @sbv  tov  oi/pxvov,  a-uizTropsvöf^evov  to7?  xv5pu7roii;:  Zebul.  g'.o^lsa-Se 
Qsov  ev  a-x^t-''^T'  xvopunrov  ;  Dan.  5;  Naphth.  8:  o^pi-^o-STXi  ®edc  xxtoikuv  ev  xvipu- 
TToii;  STTt  Tvji;  yifc  :  Asher  7  •  '«'*'?  "ü  0  v^io-toi^  STria-xi'ljviTxt  t^v  y^v,  xxi  xuto^  IaJiwi/ 
fti?  xApMTToc,  fMETX  xvipcoTTüJv  k(TÖictiv  Kxi  TTivojv  ;  Benjamin  10.  Very  different  Christ- 
ologies,  however,  can  be  e.xemplified  from  the  Testaments.  It  is  not  certain  what 
sort  of  party  Philaster  (H.  51)  meant  (Lipsius  Ketzergesch.,  p.  99  f.).  In  the  third 
century  Modalism  assumed  various  forms,  among  which  the  conception  of  a 
formal  transformation  of  God  into  man,  and  a  real  transition  of  the  one  into  the 
other,  is  noteworthy.  An  exclusive  Modalistic  doctrine  first  existed  in  the  Church 
after  the  fight  with  Gnosticism. 

1  Tertull.  I.e.  and  ch.  I.:  "simplicitas  doctrinre",  ch.  9,  Epiphan.  H.  62.  2 
xipsÄetTTXTOi  If  xKepxioi.  Philos.  IX.  7,  1 1  :  Ze^pvplvoi;  ISiaiTiiq  kxi  xypxiJ-iMXTOt;,  I.e. 
ch.  6  :  xiixislg.  J 
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is,  of  course,  an  exaggeration.  But  once  we  grasp  the  whole 
problem  "philosophically  and  scientifically" — and  it  was  so 
understood  even  by  some  scientific  defenders  of  Monarchianism— 
then  it  undoubtedly  resembles  strikingly  the  controversy  regard- 
ing the  idea  of  God  between  the  genuine  Stoics  and  the  Pla- 
tonists.  As  the  latter  set  the  transcendent,  apathetic  God  of 
Plato  above  the  >,iyo>^eo:  of  Heraclitus  and  the  Stoics,  so 
Origen,  e.g.,  has  charged  the  Monarchians  especially  with  stop- 
ping short  at  the  God  manifest,  and  at  work,  in  the  world, 
instead  of  advancing  to  the  "ultimate"  God,  and  thus 
apprehending  the  deity  "  economically ".  Nor  can  it  surprise 
us  that  Modalistic  Monarchianism,  after  some  of  its  represent- 
atives had  actually  summoned  science,  i.e.,  the  Stoa,  to  their 
assistance,  moved  in  the  direction  of  a  pantheistic  conception  of 
God.  But  this  does  not  seem  to  have  happened  at  the  outset, 
or  to  the  extent  assumed  by  the  opponents  of  the  school.  Not 
to  speak  of  its  uncultured  adherents,  the  earliest  literary  defend- 
ers of  Modalism  were  markedly  monotheistic,  and  had  a  real 
interest  in  Biblical  Christianity.  It  marks  the  character  of  the 
opposition,  however,  that  they  at  once  scented  the  God  of 
Heraclitus  and  Zeno — a  proof  of  how  deeply  they  themselves 
were    involved    in    Neo-platonic   theology.  ^     As  it  was  in  Asia 

1  That  the  scientific  defenders  of  Modalism  adopted  the  Stoic  method — ^just  as 
the  Theodotians  had  the  Aristotelian  (see  above) — is  evident,  and  Hippolytus  was 
therefore  so  far  correct  in  connecting  Noetus  with  Heraclitus,  i.e..,  with  the  father 
of  the  Stoa.  To  Hagemann  belongs  the  merit  (Rom.  Kirche,  pp.  354 — 371)  of  having 
demonstrated  the  traces  of  Stoic  Logic  and  Metaphysics  in  the  few  and  imperfectly 
transmitted  tenets  of  the  Medalists.  (See  here  Hatch,  The  influence  etc.,  p.  igf.  on 
the  (7-viJ.7rx<rx^iv  and  the  substantial  unity  of  ^vx^  and  (tüij-ih).  We  can  still  re- 
cognise, especially  from  Novatian's  refutation,  the  syllogistic  method  of  the  Modalists, 
which  rested  on  nominalist,  /.^.,  Stoic,  logic.  See,  e.^..,  the  proposition:  Si  unus 
deus  Christus,  Christus  autem  deus,  pater  est  Christus,  quia  unus  deus ;  si  non 
pater  sit  Christus,  dum  et  deus  filius  Christus,  duo  dii  contra  scripturas  introducti 
videantur."  But  those  utterances  in  which  contradictory  attributes,  such  as  visible — 
invisible  etc.,  are  ascribed  to  God,  could  be  excellently  supported  by  the  Stoic  system 
of  categories.  That  system  distinguished  'ihtx  (ova-ix.,  vToxeiizsvov)  from  a-vizßsßi^iiorx, 
or  more  accurately  (i)  vTToxet[jLSvct  (substrata,  subjects  of  judgment);  (2)  ttoix 
(qualitatives) ;  (3)  ttw;  exovTX  (definite  modifications)  and  (4)  Tpo?  t<  Trwt;  exovrx 
(relative  modifications).  Nos.  2 — 4  form  the  qualities  of  the  idea  as  a  o-vyHsxt^- 
oiisvov;  but  2  and  3  belong  to  the  conceptual  sphere  of  the  subject  itself,  while  4 
embraces    the    variable  relation  of  the  subject  to  other  subjects.     The  designations 


56  HISTORY  OF   DOGMA  [Chap.  i. 

Minor  that  Adoptianism  first  entered  into  conflict  with  the 
Logos  Christology,  so  the  Church  of  Asia  Minor  seems  to 
have  been  the  scene  of  the  first  Modalistic  controversy,  while  in 
both  cases  natives  of  that  country  transferred  the  dispute  to  Rome. 

Father  and  Son,  visible  and  invisible  etc.,  must  be  conceived  as  such  relative, 
accidental,  attributes.  The  same  subject  can  in  one  relation  be  Father,  in  another 
Son,  or,  according  to  circumstances,  be  visible  or  invisible.  One  sees  that  this 
logical  method  could  be  utilised  excellently  to  prove  the  simple  unreasoned  propo- 
sitions of  the  old  Modalism.  There  are  many  traces  to  show  that  the  system  was 
applied  in  the  schools  of  Epigonus  and  Cleomenes,  and  it  is  with  schools  we  have 
here  to  deal.  Thus,  e.g.^  we  have  the  accusation  which,  time  and  again,  Origen 
made  against  the  Monarchians,  that  they  only  assnme  one  vxonetiMivov^  and  combine 
F'ather  and  Son  indiscriminately  as  modes  in  which  it  is  manifested.  (Hagemann 
refers  to  Orig.  on  Matt.  XVI.  14:  ot  trv/x^ovTSi  Tracrpoi;  xoci  vtov  svvoixv ;  and  on 
John  X.  21  :  o-vy^so'/-'^'""  ^^  '^V  ""^P'  TrxTpbi;  ncii  vtov  tottoj — but  avyxseiv  is  the 
Stoic  term).  The  proposition  is  also  Stoic  that  while  the  one  vTroxeiizsvov  is  capable 
of  being  divided  {Si«ipe7v),  it  is  only  subjectively,  in  our  conceptions  of  it  (tJ? 
ivivoiu  iJ-ov^)^  so  that  merely  ovöimxtx  not  differences  xajfl'  vT^otrTXG-tv^  result.  Further, 
the  conception  of  the  Logos  as  a  mere  sound  is  verbally  that  of  the  Stoics,  who 
defined  the  4)wvi^  {Xoyoi;)  as  xi^p  TrsTr^ifyizsvot;  ij  to  't'Siov  xia-6tiT0v  xxovic;.  Tertullian 
adv.  Prax.  7  ;  " quid  est  enim,  dices,  sermo  nisi  vox  et  sonus  oris  et  sicut  g^am- 
matici  tradunt,  aer  offensus,  intelligibilis  auditu,  ceterum  vacuum  nescio  quid  et 
inane  et  incorporale  ?"  Hippolyt.,  Philos.  X.  33:  ©eo?  ?^6yo\i  x-!royti)-jZ,  oh  ^oyov 
we  4>(wvi^i/.  Novatian,  de  trinit.  31  :  "sermo  filius  natus  est,  qui  non  in  sono  per- 
cuss! aeris  aut  tono  coactae  de  visceribus  vocis  accipitur."  The  application  of 
Nominalist  Logic  and  Stoic  Methaphysics  to  theology  was  discredited  in  the 
controversy  with  the  Modalists  under  the  names  of  "godless  science",  or  "the 
science  of  the  unbelievers",  just  as  much  as  Aristotelian  philosophy  had  been  in 
the  fight  with  the  Adoptians.  Therefore,  even  as  early  as  about  A.D.  250,  one  of 
the  most  rancorous  charges  levelled  at  Novatian  by  his  enemies  was  that  he  was 
a  follower  of  another,  i.e.,  of  the  Stoic,  philosophy  (Cornelius  ap.  Euseb.  H.  E.  VI. 
43.  16;  Cypr.  Ep.  55.  24,60.3).  Novatian  incurred  this  reproach  because  he  opposed 
the  Monarchians  with  their  own,  i.e..,  the  syllogistic,  method,  and  because  he  had 
maintained,  as  was  alleged,  imitating  the  Stoics,  "omnia  peccata  paria  esse." 
Now  if  the  philosophy  of  Adoptian  scholars  was  Aristotelian,  and  that  of 
Modalistic  scholars  was  Stoic,  so  the  philosophy  of  Tatian,  Tertullian,  Hippo- 
lytus,  and  Origen,  in  reference  to  the  One  and  Many,  and  the  real  evolutions 
{lx.spta-iJ.6c;)  of  the  one  to  the  many  is  unmistakably  Platonic.  Hagemann  (I.e.  pp. 
182 — 206)  has  shown  the  extent  to  which  the  expositions  of  Plotinus  (or  Porphyry) 
coincide  in  contents  and  form,  method  and  expression — see  especially  the  conception 
of  Hypostasis  (substance)  in  Plotinus — with  those  of  the  Christian  theologians  mentioned, 
amongwhomwehaveto include Valentinus.  (See  also  Hipler  in  the  östr.  Vierteljahrsschr. 
f.  Kath.  Theol.  1869,  p.  161  ff.,  quoted  after  Lösche,  Ztschr.  f.  wiss.  Theol.  1884,  p.  259). 
When  the  Logos  Christology  triumphed  completely  in  the  Church  at  the  end  of 
the  third  century,  Neoplatonism  also  triumphed  over  Aristotelianism  and  Stoicism  in 
ecclesiastical  science,  and  it  was  only  in  the  West  that  theologians,  like  Arnobius, 
were  tolerated  who   in  their  pursuit  of  Christian  knowledge  rejected  Platonism. 
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It  is  possible  that  Noetus  was  not  excommunicated  till  about 
A.D.  230,  and,  even  if  we  cannot  now  discover  his  date 
more  accurately,  it  seems  to  be  certain  that  he  first  excited 
attention  as  a  Monarchian,  and  probably  in  the  last  twenty 
years  of  the  second  century.  This  was  perhaps  in  Smyrna, ' 
his  native  place,  perhaps  in  Ephesus.  ^  He  was  excommuni- 
cated in  Asia  Minor,  only  after  the  whole  controversy  had, 
comparatively  speaking,  come  to  a  close  in  Rome.  ^  This  ex- 
plains why  Hippolytus  has  mentioned  him  last  in  his  great  work 
against  the  Monarchians,  while  in  the  Philosoph,  he  describes 
him  as  the  originator  (IX.  6 :  txpxwoy)  of  the  heresy.  '*  A 
disciple  of  his,  Epigonus,  came  to  Rome  in  the  time  of  Zephy- 
rinus,  or  shortly  before  (-j-  200),  and  is  said  to  have  there  dif- 
fused the  teaching  of  his  master,  and  to  have  formed  a  separate 
party  of  Patripassians.  At  first  Cleomenes,  the  disciple  of  Epi- 
gonus, was  regarded  as  the  head  of  the  sect,  and  then,  from 
c.  A.D.  215,  Sabellius.  Against  these  there  appeared,  in  the 
Roman  Church,  especially  the  presbyter  Hippolytus,  who  sought 
to  prove  that  the  doctrine  promulgated  by  them  was  a  revolu- 
tionary error.  But  the  sympathies  of  the  vast  majority  of  the 
Roman  Christians,  so  far  as  they  could  take  any  part  in  the 
dispute,  were  on  the  side  of  the  Monarchians,  and  even  among 
the  clergy  only  a  minority  supported  Hippolytus.  The  "  unedu- 
cated" Bishop  Zephyrine,  advised  by  the  prudent  Callistus,  was 
himself  disposed,  like  Victor,  his  predecessor  (see  under),  to  the 
Modalistic  views ;  but  his  main  effort  seems  to  have  been  to 
calm    the    contending    parties,    and  at  any  cost  to  avoid  a  new 

1    Hippol.  c.  Noet.  I.,  Philos.  IX.  7. 

-    Epiph.  I.e.,  ch.  I, 

3  According  to  Hippol.  c.  Noet.  I.,  he  was  not  condemned  after  the  first  trial, 
but  only  at  the  close  of  a  second, — a  proof  of  the  uncertainty  that  still  prevailed. 
It  is  impossible  now  to  discover  what  ground  there  was  for  the  statement  that 
Noetus  gave  himself  out  to  be  Moses,  and  his  brother  to  be  Aaron. 

*  The  fact  that  Noetus  was  able  to  live  for  years  in  Asia  Minor  undisturbed, 
has  evidently  led  Theodoret  into  the  mistake  that  he  was  a  later  Monarchian  who 
only  appeared  after  Epigonus  and  Cleomenes.  For  the  rest,  Hippolytus  used  the 
name  of  Noetus  in  his  attack  on  him,  simply  as  a  symbol  under  which  to  oppose 
later  Monarchians  (see  Ztschr.  f.  d.  hist.  Theol.  1874,  p.  201);  this  is  at  once  clear 
from  ch.   2. 
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schism  in  the  Roman  Church,  already  sadly  split  up.  After  his 
death  the  same  policy  was  continued  by  Callistus  (217 — 222), 
now  raised  to  the  Bishopric.  But  as  the  schools  now  attacked 
each  other  more  violently,  and  an  agreement  was  past  hoping 
for,  the  Bishop  determined  to  excommunicate  both  Sabellius  and 
Hippolytus,  the  two  heads  of  the  contending  factions.  ^  The 
Christological  formula,  which  Callistus  himself  composed,  was 
meant  to  satisfy  the  less  passionate  adherents  of  both  parties, 
and  this  it  did,  so  far  as  we  may  conjecture.  The  small  party 
of  Hippolytus  "the  true  Catholic  Church",  held  its  ground  in 
Rome  for  only  about  fifteen  years,  that  of  Sabellius  probably 
longer.  The  formula  of  Callistus  was  the  bridge,  on  which  the 
Roman  Christians,  who  were  originally  favourable  to  Monarchi- 
anism,  passed  over  to  the  recognition  of  the  Logos  Christology, 
following  the  trend  of  the  times,  and  the  science?  of  the  Church. 
This  doctrine  must  have  already  been  the  dominant  theory  in 
Rome  when  Novatian  wrote  his  work  De  Trinitate,  and  from 
that  date  it  was  never  ousted  thence.  It  had  been  established  in 
the   Capital    by    a  politician,  who,  for  his  own  part,  and  so  far 

1  riiilos.  IX.  12  :  OvTtac,  6  KaAA^s-to?  (iSTx  rijv  tov  Zsipvpi-jav  TS^evTvjv  -joiu^uv 
T£Tt/%))J«EV«/  ov  sS^ipxro,  TOV  ^xßs^Äiov  iXTreanrev  cht;  fx-ii  (pfo-jovvra.  öpiä;,  SeSoixajt;  ki-ts 
Kcet  vofzi^uv  ovTOj  SvvecrOan  XTroTfi-^uv^M  ti^v  ^rpo?  rxQ  suK^v^rrixi  xxT^iyofiixv,  ui;  /ziji 
KX^OTfiMi;  <Ppoväv.  Hippolytus,  whose  treatment  of  Sabellius  is  respectful,  compared 
with  his  attitude  to  Callistus,  says  nothing  of  his  own  excommunication ;  it  is  there- 
fore possible  that  he  and  his  small  faction  had  already  separated  from  Callistus, 
and  for  their  part  had  put  him  under  the  ban.  This  cannot  have  happened  under 
Zephyrine,  as  is  shown  directly  by  Philos.  IX.  11,  and  all  we  can  infer  from  ch.  7 
is  that  the  party  of  Hippolytus  had  ceased  to  recognise  even  Zephyrine  as  Bishop ; 
so  correctly  Döllinger,  I.e.,  p.  loi  f.,  223  f.;  a  different  view  in  Lipsius,  Ketzerge- 
schichte, p.  150.  The  situation  was  doubtless  this:  Epigonus  and  Cleomenes  had 
founded  a  real  school  (SiSecQKxf^e'^cv)  in  the  Roman  Church,  perhaps  in  opposition 
to  that  of  the  Theodotians,  and  this  school  was  protected  by  the  Roman  bishops, 
(s.  Philos.  IX.  7 :  Zs<pvp7voi;  [tw  xspSei  7rpo(T(pspoßs-jia  TrstSd/jt.evot;']  a-vjsx^P^'  to'? 
Trpocrtova-t  rus  K^soizevet  [zx^i^TSvea^xi  .  .  .  Tovtoiv  xxtx  SixSox^'-'  Si^i-iSi-js  to  SiSxa-xx- 
hiio-i  xpxTVvoizevov  Kxi  hTxv^o-j  Six  TO  a-vvxipeirlixi  xvto7^  tov  Zs^vp7vov  xxi  tov 
KäAA/0-tcv).  Hippolytus  attacked  the  orthodoxy  and  Church  character  of  the  school, 
which  possessed  the  sympathy  of  the  Roman  community,  and  he  succeeded,  after 
Sabellius  had  become  its  head,  in  getting  Callistus  to  expel  the  new  leader  from 
the  Church.  But  he  himself  was  likewise  excommunicated  on  account  of  his  Christ- 
ology, his  "rigourism"  and  his  passionate  agitations.  At  the  moment  the  com- 
munity of  Callistus  was  no  longer  to  him  a  Catholic  Church,  but  a  hSxirxxÄslcv 
(see  Philos.  IX.  12,  p  458,  i;  p.  462,  42). 
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as    he    took    any    interest   at    all  in  dogmatics,  had  been  more 
inclined  to  the  Modalistic  theory. ' 

The  scantiness  of  our  sources  for  the  history  of  Monarchi- 
anism  in  Rome, — not  to  speak  of  other  cities— in  spite  of  the 
discovery  of  the  Philosophumena,  is  shown  most  clearly  by  the 
circumstance  that  Tertullian  has  not  mentioned  the  names  of 
Noetus,  Epigonus,  Cleomenes,  or  Callistus ;  on  the  other  hand, 
he  has  introduced  a  Roman  Monarchian,  Praxeas,  whose  name 
is  not  mentioned  by  Hippolytus  in  any  of  his  numerous  contro- 
versial writings.  This  fact  has  seemed  so  remarkable  that  very 
hazardous  hypotheses  have  been  set  up  to  explain  it.  It  has 
been  thought  that  "Praxeas"  is  a  nickname  (=  tradesman),  and 
that  by  it  we  ought  really  to  understand  Noetus, "  Epigonus,  '* 
or  Callistus.  ^  The  correct  view  is  to  be  found  in  DöUinger  * 
and  Lipsius.  ®  Praxeas "  had  come  to  Rome  before  Epigonus, 
at  a  date  anterior  to  the  earliest  of  Hippolytus'  personal  re- 
collections, accordingly  about  contemporaneously  with  Theodo- 
tus,  or  a  little  earlier,  while  Victor  was  Bishop ;  according  to 
Lipsius,  and  this  is  probable,  even  during  the  episcopate  of 
Eleutherus.  -     He  probably  resided  only  a  short  time  in  Rome, 

'  The  attempt  has  been  made  in  the  above  to  separate  the  historical  kernel  from 
the  biassed  description  of  Hippolytus  in  the  Philos.  His  account  is  reproduced 
most  correctly  by  Caspari  (Quellen  III.,  p.  325  fif.).  Hippolytus  has  not  disguised 
the  fact  that  the  Bishops  had  the  gi'eat  mass  of  the  Roman  community  on  their 
side  (IX.  II),  but  he  has  everywhere  scented  hypocrisy,  intrigues  and  subserviency, 
where  it  is  evident  to  the  present  day  that  the  Bishops  desired  to  protect  the  Church 
from  the  rabies  theologorum.  In  so  doing,  they  only  did  what  their  office  demanded, 
and  acted  in  the  spirit  of  their  predecessors,  in  whose  days  the  acceptance  of  the 
brief  and  broad  Church  confession  was  alone  decisive,  while  beyond  that  freedom 
ruled.  It  is  also  evident  that  Hippolytus  considered  Zephyrine  and  the  rest  a  set 
of  ignorant  beings  {idiotes)^  because  they  would  not  accede  to  the  new  science 
and  the  ^'economic"  conception  of  God. 

"  According  to  Pseudo-Tertull.  30,  where  in  fact  the  name  of  Praxeas  is  sub- 
stituted for  Noetus. 

3  De  Rossi,  Bullet.  1866,  p.   170. 

''  So,  e  g.^  Hagemann,  I.e.,  p.  234  f.,  and  similarly  at  an  earlier  date,  Semler. 

•'  L.c,  p.  198. 

«  Jahrb.  f.  deutsche  Theologie,  1 868,  H.  4. 

"  The  name  has  undoubtedly  not  been  shown  elsewhere  up  till  now. 

8  Chronol.  d.  rom.  Bischöfe,  p.  173  f. 


60  HISTORY   OF   DOGMA  [Chap.  i. 

where  he  met  with  no  opposition ;  and  he  founded  no  school 
in  the  city.  When,  twenty  years  afterwards,  the  controversy  was 
at  its  height  in  Rome  and  Carthage,  and  Tertullian  found  him- 
self compelled  to  enter  the  lists  against  Patripassianism,  the 
name  of  Praxeas  was  almost  forgotten.  Tertullian,  however, 
laid  hold  of  him  because  Praxeas  had  been  the  first  to  raise  a 
discussion  in  Carthage  also,  and  because  he  had  an  antipathy 
to  Praxeas  who  was  a  decided  anti-montanist.  In  his  attack, 
Tertullian  has,  however,  reviewed  the  historical  circumstances  of 
about  the  year  A.D.  210,  when  his  work  Adv.  Prax.  was 
written;  nay,  he  manifestly  alludes  to  the  Roman  Monarchians, 
i.e.,  to  Zephyrinus  and  those  protected  by  him.  This  observ- 
ation contains  what  truth  there  is  in  the  hypothesis  that  Praxeas 
is    only   a  name  for  another  well-known  Roman   Monarchian. 

Praxeas  was  a  confessor  of  Asia  Minor,  and  the  first  to  bring 
the  dispute  as  to  the  Logos  Christology  to  Rome.  ^  At  the 
same  time  he  brought  from  his  birth-place  a  resolute  zeal  against 
the  new  prophecy.  We  are  here,  again,  reminded  of  the  faction 
of  Alogi  of  Asia  Minor  who  combined  with  the  rejection  of  the 
Logos  Christology  an  aversion  from  Montanism;  cf.  also  the 
Roman  presbyter  Caius.  Not  only  did  his  efforts  meet  with  no 
opposition  in  Rome,  but  Praxeas  induced  the  Bishop,  by  giving 
him  information  as  to  the  new  prophets  and  their  communities 
in  Asia,  to  recall  the  littercs  pads,  which  he  had  already  sent 
them,  and  to  aid  in  expelling  the  Paraclete.  -  If  this  Bishop  was 
Eleutherus,  and  that  is  probable  from  Euseb.  H.  E.  V.  4,  then 
we  have  four  Roman  Bishops  in  succession  who  declared  them- 
selves in  favour  of  the  Modalistic  Christology,  viz.,  Eleutherus, 
Victor,  Zephyrine,  and  Callistus ;  for  we  learn  from  Pseudo- 
Tertullian  that  Victor  took  the  part  of  Praxeas.  ^  But  it  is  also 

1  Adv.  Prax.:  Iste  primus  ex  Asia  hoc  genus  perversitatis  intulit  Romain,  homo 
et  alias  inquietus,  insuper  de  iactatione  martyrii  inflatus  ob  sohmi  et  simplex  et 
breve  carceris  taedium. 

2  L.C.:  Ita  duo  negotia  diaboli  Praxeas  Romse  procuravit,  prophetiam  expulit  et 
hseresim  intulit,  paracletum  fugavit  et  patrem  crucifixit. 

3  Pseudo-TertuU. :  Praxeas  quidem  haeresim  introduxit  quam  Victorinus  corrobo- 
rare  curavit.  This  Victorinus  is  rightly  held  by  most  scholars  to  be  Bishop  Victor ; 
(i)  there  is  the  name  (on  Victor  =  Victorinus,  see  Langen  I.e.,  p.  196;  Caspari, 
Quellen    III.,    p.    323,   n.  102);    (2)    the    date;    (3)  the  expression  "curavit"  which 
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possible  that  Victor  was  the  Bishop  whom  TertuUian  (Adv. 
Prax.)  was  thinking  of,  and  in  that  case  Eleutherus  has  no 
place  here.  It  is  at  all  events  certain  that  when  Dynamistic 
Monarchianism  was  proscribed  by  Victor,  it  was  expelled  not 
by  a  defender  of  the  Logos  Christology,  but  in  the  interests 
of  a  Modalistic  Christology.  The  labours  of  Praxeas  did  not 
yet  bring  about  a  controversy  in  Rome  with  the  Logos  Doctrine ; 
he  was  merely  the  forerunner  of  Epigonus  and  Cleomenes  there. 
From  Rome  he  betook  himself  to  Carthage, '  and  strove  against 
the  assumption  of  any  distinction  between  God  and  Christ.  But 
he  was  resisted  by  TertuUian,  who,  at  that  time,  still  belonged 
to  the  Catholic  Church,  and  he  was  silenced,  and  even  com- 
pelled to  make  a  written  recantation.  With  this  ended  the 
first  phase  of  the  dispute. '  The  name  of  Praxeas  does  not  again 
occur.  But  it  was  only  several  years  afterwards  that  the  con- 
troversy became  really  acute  in  Rome  and  Carthage,  and 
caused  TertuUian  to  write  his  polemical  work.  ^  Of  the  final 
stages  of  Monarchianism  in  Carthage  and  Africa  we  know 
nothing  certain.     Yet  see  under. 

It  is  not  possible,  from  the  state  of  our  sources,  to  give  a 
complete  and  homogeneous  description  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
older  Modalistic  Monarchianism.  But  the  sources  are  not  alone 
to   blame    for   this.     As   soon  as  the  thought  that  God  Himself 

points  to  a  high  position,  and  is  exactly  paralleled  by  the  a-wxips^Sxi  used  by 
Hippolytus  in  refeiring  to  Zephyrine  and  Callistus  (see  p.  58,  note  1);  lastly, 
the  fact  that  Victor's  successors,  as  we  know  definitely,  held  Monarchian  views. 
The  excommunication  of  Theodotus  by  Victor  proves  nothing,  of  course,  to  the 
contrary;  lor  the  Monarchianism  of  this  man  was  of  quite  a  different  type  from 
that  of  Praxeas. 

1  This  is  definitely  to  be  inferred  from  the  words  of  TertuUian  (I.e.):  "Fructi- 
caverant  avence  Praxeance  hie  quoque  superseminatce  dormientibus  multis  in  sim- 
plicitate  doctrinre";  see  Caspari,  I.e.;  Hauck,  TertuUian,  p.  368;  Langen,  I.e.,  p.  199; 
on  the  other  side  Hesselberg,  TertuUian's  Lehre,  p.  24,  and  Hagemann,  I.e. 

"  TertuUian,  I.e. :  Avence  Praxeance  traductas  dehinc  per  quem  deus  voluit  (seil, 
per  me),  etiam  evulsos  videbantur.  Denique  caverat  pristinum  doctor  de  emendatione 
sua,  et  manet  chirographum  apud  psychicos,  apud  quos  tunc  gesta  res  est;  exinde 
silentium. 

3  Tertull.,  I.e.  Avence  vero  illce  ubique  tunc  semen  excusserant.  Ita  altquamdiu 
per  hypocrisin  subdola  vivacitate  latitavit,  et  nunc  denuo  erupit.  Sed  el  denuo 
eradicabitur.  si  voluerit  dominus. 
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was  incarnate  in  Christ  had  to  be  construed  theologically,  very 
various  attempts  could  not  fail  to  result.  These  could  lead, 
and  so  far  did  lead,  on  the  one  hand,  to  hazardous  conceptions 
involving  transformation,  and,  on  the  other,  almost  to  the  border 
of  Adoptianism;  for,  as  soon  as  the  indwelling  of  the  deity  of  the 
Father  [deltas  patris)  in  Jesus  was  not  grasped  in  the  strict  sense 
as  an  incarnation,  as  soon  as  the  element  that  in  Jesus  consti- 
tuted his  personality  was  not  exclusively  perceived  in  the  deity 
of  the  Father,  these  Christians  were  treading  the  ground  of  the 
Artemonite  heresy.  Hippolytus  also  charged  Callistus  with 
wavering  between  Sabellius  and  Theodotus,  ^  and  in  his  work 
against  Noetus  he  alludes  (ch.  III.)  to  a  certain  affinity  between 
the  latter  and  the  leather-worker.  In  the  writings  of  Origen,  more- 
over, several  passages  occur,  regarding  which  it  will  always 
be  uncertain  whether  they  refer  to  Modalists  or  Adoptians.  Nor 
can  this  astonish  us,  for  Monarchians  of  all  shades  had  a  com- 
mon interest  in  opposition  to  the  Logos  Christology :  tliey  7'e- 
presented  the  conception  of  the  Person  of  Christ  founded  on  the 
history  of  salvation,  as  against  one  based  07i  the  Jiistory  of  his 
nature. 

Among  the  different  expositions  of  the  doctrine  of  the  older 
Modalists  that  of  Hippolytus  in  his  work  against  Noetus  shows 
us  it  in  its  simplest  form.  The  Monarchians  there  described 
are  introduced  to  us  as  those  who  taught  that  Christ  is  the 
Father  himself,  and  that  the  Father  was  born,  suffered  and 
died.  "  If  Christ  is  God,  then  he  is  certainly  the  Father,  or  he 
would  not  be  God.  If  Christ,  accordingly,  truly  suffered,  then 
the  God,  who  is  God  alone,  suffered.  ^  But  they  were  not  only 
influenced  by  a  decided  interest  in  Monotheism,  ^  a  cause  which 
they    held    to    have    been    injured    by  their  opponents, "  whom 

1     Philos.  IX.   12,  X.  27.     Epiph.  II.  57.  2. 

"    C.    I  :   E^/v)  T6V  Xpt(7Tov  xi/TOv  slvxi  rov  Txrspx  Kxl  xvTov  Tov  TTXTifx  ysyivv^o-üxi 

KXI     TTSTTOvieVXl    Kx]    XTTOTSOv^jKlVXt. 

'•'     C.    2:    El    oZv    Xpta-Tov    oiMoXoyu  &i6v,   xurbi^  xpx  ea-riv  d  TTxryjp,  e'l  ye  'ta-rtv  6 
@s6i.  'sTtxOi-j  Se  Xpia-roi,  xvtoc,  aiv  (äsÖQ,  xpx  oZv  e^rxiev  vrxrifp,  Trxrijp  yxp  xvrcx;  v;v 

■•      <\>xa'K0V<7fJ    tjVJKTTX-/    'cvX    &£Öv    (C.    2). 

'"    Hippolytus    defends    himself,    c.    ii.    14:  oi-  SCo  Ssovc  ^iyw^  s.  Piiilos.   IX.    II, 
fill.    12:  iijiio^ix  0  KxÄÄis-Toi;  itiüv  c-jiiSi'^si  £iT£7v  Sißeol  ea-TS.  From  c.  Noet.   il    it 
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they  called  ditheists  {^lösci),  but  they  fought  in  behalf  of  the 
complete  deity  of  Jesus,  which,  in  their  opinion,  could  only  be 
upheld  by  their  doctrine.  '  In  support  of  the  latter  they  appealed, 
like  the  Theodotians,  chiefly  to  the  Holy  Scriptures,  and,  indeed, 
to  the  Catholic  Canon ;  thus  they  quoted  Exod.  III.  6,  XX.  2f. ; 
Isa.  XLIV.  6,  XLV.  5,  14  f.;  Baruch.  III.  36;  John.  X.  30, 
XIV.  8f. ;  Rom.  IX.  5.  Even  John's  Gospel  is  recognised;  but 
this  is  qualified  by  the  most  important  piece  of  information 
which  Hippolytus  has  given  about  their  exposition  of  the  Scrip- 
tures. They  did  not  regard  that  book  as  justifying  the  intro- 
duction of  a  Logos,  and  the  bestowal  on  him  of  the  title  Son 
of  God.  The  prologue  of  the  Gospel,  as  well  as,  in  general, 
so  many  passages  in  the  book,  was  to  be  understood  allegoric- 
ally.  "  The  use  of  the  category  of  the  Logos  was  accordingly 
emphatically  rejected  in  their  theology.  We  do  not  learn  any 
more  about  the  Noetians  here.  But  in  the  Philosoph.  Hippo- 
lytus has  discussed  their  conception  of  God,  and  has  presented 
it  as  follows :  ^  "  They  say  that  one  and  the  same  God  was 
creator  and  Father  of  all  things ;  that  he  in  his  goodness 
appeared  to  the  righteous  of  olden  times,  although  he  is  in- 
visible ;  in  other  words,  when  he  is  not  seen,  he  is  invisible, 
but  when  he  permits  himself  to  be  seen,  he  is  visible;  he  is 
incomprehensible,  when  he  wills  not  to  be  apprehended,  com- 
prehensible when  he  permits  himself  to  be  apprehended.  So  in 
the  same  way  he  is  invincible  and  to  be  overcome,  unbegotten 
and    begotten,    immortal    and    mortal."      Hippolytus   continues: 

appears  that  the  Monarchians  opposed  the  doctrine  of  the  Logos,  because  it  led  to 
the  Gnostic  doctrine  of  /Eons.  Hippolytus  had  to  reply:  rig  xTroipx/vsrai  TrAi^üt^v 
©ewv  %ixpixßixÄXoiJ.B-r^-j  xxrx  y.xifovg.  He  sought  to  show  (ch.  14  sq.)  that  the  (jlv(7- 
ryjpiiv  oixcvsizixi  of  the  Trinity  taught  by  him  was  something  different  from  the 
doctrine  of  the  ^Eons. 

1  Hippol.  (c.  Noet.  I.)  makes  his  opponent  say,  t;  oSv  xxkoj  ttoiw  Sotx^oc-j  rev 
Xpia-TOv,  see  also  ch.  II.  sq  :  Xpta-rog  ^v  ©eoiJ  xxi  'i-Kx^Xiv  li"  vj/^xt;  xl/Toqwvxxri^p, 
V-jx  Kxi  a-cStrxi  yii^xg  $vji]&^,  xKKo  oh  Svjxij.sSx  Äsyeiv,  see  again  ch.  IX.  where  Hip- 
polytus says  to  his  opponents  that  the  Sou  must  be  revered  in  the  way  defined  by 
God  in  Holy  Scriptures. 

-  S.  c.  15  :  äAA'  £ps7  (J.01  T/c  Ef'vcv  (pspsii;  ?^6yov  Äsyu-j  viav.  'lwdvj-/iQ  [j.h  yup 
Äsysi  ÄÖyc-j,  äAA'  x^Äcog  xKh^^yopel. 

3    L.  IX.   10.     See  also  Theodoret. 
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"  Noetus  says,  '  So  far,  therefore,  as  the  Father  was  not  made, 
he  is  appropriately  called  Father ;  but  in  so  far  as  he  passively 
submitted  to  be  born,  he  is  by  birth  the  Son,  not  of  another, 
but  of  himself.' "  In  this  way  he  meant  to  establish  the  Jl/071- 
archia,  and  to  say  that  he  who  was  called  Father  and  Son, 
was  one  and  the  same,  not  one  proceeding  from  the  other,  but 
he  himself  from  himself;  he  is  distinguished  in  name  as  Father 
and  Son,  according  to  the  change  of  dispensations ;  but  it  is 
one  and  the  same  who  appeared  in  former  times,  and  submit- 
ted to  be  born  of  the  virgin,  and  walked  as  man  among  men. 
He  confessed  himself,  on  account  of  his  birth,  to  be  the  Son  to 
those  who  saw  him,  but  he  did  not  conceal  the  truth  that  he  was 
the  Father  from  those  who  were  able  to  apprehend  it.  ^  Cleo- 
menes  and  his  party  maintain  that  "he  who  was  nailed  to  the 
cross,  who  committed  his  spirit  to  himself,  who  died  and  did 
not  die,  who  raised  himself  on  the  third  day  and  rested  in 
the  grave,  who  was  pierced  with  the  lance  and  fastened  with 
nails,  was  the  God  and  Father  of  all."  The  distinction  between 
Father  and  Son  was  accordingly  nominal;  yet  it  was  to  this 
extent  more  than  nominal,  that  the  one  God,  in  being  born 
man,  appeared  as  Son;  it  was  real,  so  far,  from  the  point  of 
view  of  the  history  of  salvation.  In  support  of  the  identity  of 
the  "manifested"  and  the  invisible,  these  Monarchians  referred 
to  the  O.  T.  theophanies,  with  as  good  a  right  as,  nay,  with 
a  better  than,  the  defenders  of  the  Logos  Christology.  Now  as 
regards  the  idea  of  God,  it  has  been  said  that  "the  element  of 
finitude  was  here  potentially  placed  in  God  himself,"  and  that 
these  Monarchians  were  influenced  by  Stoicism,  etc.  While  the 
former  statement  is  probably  unwarranted,  the  Stoic  influence, 
on  the  contrary,  is  not  to  be  denied. "  But  the  foundation  to 
which   we   have  to  refer  them  consists  of  two  ancient  liturgical 

*  We  perceive  very  clearly  here  that  we  have  before  us  not  an  unstudied,  but 
a  thought-out,  and  theological  Modalism.  As  it  was  evident,  in  the  speculations 
about  Melchisedec  of  the  Theodotians,  that  they,  like  Origen,  desired  to  rise  from 
the  crucified  Jesus  to  the  eternal,  godlike  Son,  so  these  Modalists  held  the  concep- 
tion, that  the  Father  himself  was  to  be  perceived  in  Jesus,  to  be  one  which  was 
only  meant  for  those  who  could  grasp  it. 

'  See  above  (p.  55,  note  l).  In  addition  Philos.  X.  27:  toCtc-j  tov  Trxrepx 
ocvTOv  utbv  voiJ.i^ova-1  kxtx  KXipoii^  hxäovi/,svcv  Trpoi  tx  a-vfxßxivcvTX. 
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formulas,  used  by  Ignatius,  the  author  of  the  II.  Ep.  of  Clement, 
and  Melito,  ^  whom  we  include,  although  he  wrote  a  work  ''  Con- 
cerning the  creation  and  genesis  of  Christ"  {vrsp)  zri(7scog  xx.) 
ys'jhstcc;  XpiTTOu).  Further,  even  Ignatius,  although  he  held 
Christ  to  have  been  pre-existent,  knew  only  of  one  birth  of  the 
Son,  namely,  that  of  God  from  the  virgin. "  We  have  here  to 
recognise  the  conception,  according  to  which,  God,  in  virtue  of 
his  own  resolve  to  become  finite,  capable  of  suffering  etc.,  can 
and  did  decide  to  be  man,  without  giving  up  his  divinity.  It 
is  the  old,  religious,  and  artless  Modalism,  which  has  here  been 
raised,  with  means  furnished  by  the  Stoa,  to  a  theological  doc- 
trine, and  has  become  exclusive.  But  in  the  use  of  the  formula 
"the  Father  has  suffered,"  we  have  undoubtedly  an  element  of 
novelty;  for  it  cannot  be  indicated  in  the  post-apostolic  age. 
It  is  very  questionable,  however,  whether  it  was  ever  roundly 
uttered  by  the  theological  defenders  of  Modalism.  They  prob- 
ably merely  said  that  "the  Son,  who  suffered,  is  the  same  with 
the  Father." 

We  do  not  learn  what  conception  these  Monarchians  formed 
of  the  human  o-i;|  (flesh)  of  Jesus,  or  what  significance  they 
attached  to  it.  Even  the  Monarchian  formulas,  opposed  by 
Tertullian  in  "Adv.  Prax ",  and  attributed  to  Callistus  by 
Hippolytus,  are  already  more  complicated.  We  easily  perceive 
that  they  were  coined  in  a  controversy  in  which  the  theological 
difficulties  inherent  in  the  Modalistic  doctrine  had  become  notori- 
ous. Tertullian's  Monarchians  still  cling  strongly  to  the  perfect 
identity  of  the  Father  and  Son;  ^  they  refuse  to  admit  the  Logos 
into    their    Christology;    for    the    "word"    is  no   substance,  but 

^  See  Ignat.  ad  Ephes.  VII.  2 :  sJi;  lirpö^  srrri-j  (rxfy.iy.öi  re  y.xl  7rvsvi/.XTix6(;, 
ysry/ITog  >cxt  xysv-j-^TOQ,  iv  a-xpni  yi-jöi-isvoc^  ©to'?,  Ii/ Öävätw  ^w;^  äA;j^(vJj,  xä;  ex  Ma;/)/i25 
xa;  Ix  @£Bv,  7rpärc-j  tt jsJj^to?  y.xi  tots  xttxHiji;,  'I^ja-oC'?  Xpia-Tog ;  and  see  for  Clement 
Vol.  I.,  p.   186  ff. 

It  is  interesting  to  notice  that  in  the  Abyssinian  Church  of  to-day  there  is  a 
theological  school  which  teaches  a  threefold  birth  of  Christ,  from  the  Father  in 
eternity,  from  the  virgin,  and  from  t/ie  //o/y  G/iosf  a^  f/ie  Bap/ism  /  see  Herzog^  R.E., 
2  Aufl.,  Bd.  I.,  p.  70. 

*  C.  I :  "  Ipsum  dicit  patrem  descendisse  in  virginem,  ipsum  ex  ea  natum,  ipsum 
passum  ipsum  denique  esse  lesum  Christum."  c.  2:  "post  tempus  pater  natus  et 
pater  passus,  ipse  deus,  dominus  omnipotens,  lesus  Christus  prredicatur '"  j  see  also  c.  13. 

5 
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merely  a  "sound"'/  they  are  equally  interested  with  the  Noet- 
ians  in  monotheism, "  though  not  so  evidently  in  the  full  divin- 
ity  of  Christ;  hke  them  they  dread  the  return  of  Gnosticism/ 
they   hold   the  same  view  as  to  the  invisibility  and  visibility  of  ' 
God ;  *    they    appeal   to    the    Holy  Scriptures,  sometimes  to  the  i 
same   passages  as  the  opponents  of  Hippolytus ;  ^  but  they  find 
themselves    compelled    to    adapt   their   teaching  to  those  proof-  i 
texts    in    which    the    Son  is  contrasted,  as  a  distinctive  subject,  ! 
with    the    Father.     This    they    did,    not    only    by    saying    that 
God    made  himself  Son  by  assuming  a  body,  "  or  that  the  Son 
proceeded    from  himself' — for  with  God  nothing  is  impossible/ 
but    they   distinctly   declared  that  the  flesh  changed  the  Father 
into  the  Son;    or  even  that  in  the  person  of  the  Redeemer  the 

1  C.  7 :  "  Quid  est  enim,  dices,  sermo  nisi  vox  et  sonus  oris,  et  sicut  gramma- 
tici  traduut,  aer  offeiisus,  intellegibilis  auditu,  ceterum  vauum  nescio  quid." 

2  C.  2  :  "  Uiiicum  deum  non  alias  putat  credendum,  quem  si  ipsum  eundemque 
et  patiem  et  filium  et  spiritum  s.  dicat."  c.  3  :  "  Duos  et  tres  iam  iactitant  a  nobis 
proedicari,  se  vero  unius  dei  cultores  prasumunt . . .  monarchiam,  inquiunt,  tenemus." 
c.  13:  "inquis,  duo  dii  priisdicuntur."  c.  19:  '-igitur  si  propterea  eundem  et  patrem 
at  filium  credendum  putaverunt,  ut  unum  deum  vindicent  etc."  c.  23 :  "  ut  sic  duos 
divisos  diceremus,  quomodo  iactitatis  etc." 

3  C.  8  :  "Hoc  si  qui  putaverit  me  7rpcße?,ij-j  aliquam  introduceie,"  says  Tertullian 
"qnod  facit  Valentinus,  etc." 

•*  See  c.  14.  15:  '-Hie  ex  diverso  volet  aliquis  etiam  filium  invisibilem  conten- 
dere, ut  sermonem,  ut  spiritum  .  .  .  Nam  et  illud  adiiciunt  ad  argumentationem,  quod 
si  filius  tunc  (Exod.  33)  ad  Moysen  loquebatur,  ipse  faciem  suam  nemini  visibilem 
pronuntiaret,  quia  seil,  ipse  invisibilis  pater  fuerit  in  filii  nomine.  Ac  per  hoc  si 
euudem  volunt  accipi  et  visibilem  et  invisibilem,  quomodo  eundem  patrem  et  filium  . 
Ergo  visibilis  et  invisibilis  idem,  et  quia  utrumque,  ideo  et  ipse  pater  invisibilis,  qua 
et  filius,  visibilis .  . .  Argumentautur,  recte  utrumque  dictum,  visibilem  quidem 
in  carne,  invisibilem  vero  ante  carnem,  ut  idem  sit  pater  invisibilis  ante  carnem, 
qui  et  filius  visibilis  in  came." 

5  Thus  to  Exod.  XXXIII.  (ch.  14),  Rev.  I.  18  (ch.  17),  Isa.  XXIV.  24  (ch.  19), 
esp.  John  X.  30;  XIV.  9,  10  (ch.  20),  Isa.  XLV.  5  (ch.  20).  Tiiey  admit  that  in 
the  Scriptures  sometimes  two,  sometimes  one,  are  spoken  of;  but  they  argued 
(ch.  18):  "Ergo  quia  duos  et  unum  iuvenimus,  ideo  ambo  uuus  atque  idem  et 
filius  et  pater." 

Ch.   10:  "Ipse  se  sibi  filium  fecit." 

"  Ch.  II  :  "Porro  qui  eundem  patrem  dicis  et  filium,  eundem  et  protulisse  e.< 
semetipso  facis." 

•''  To  this  verse  tlie  Monarcliians,  according  to  ch.  10,  appealed,  aad  lliey  quoted 
as  a  parallel  tlie  birth   from  the  virgin. 
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body  (the  man,  Jesus)  was  the  Son,  but  that  the  Spirit  (God, 
Christ)  was  the  Father.'  For  this  they  appealed  to  Luke  I.  35. 
They  conceived  the  Holy  Spirit  to  be  identical  with  the  power 
of  the  Almighty,  i.e.,  with  the  Father  himself,  and  they  em- 
phasised the  fact  that  that  which  was  born,  accordingly  the  flesh, 
not  the  Spirit,  was  to  be  called  Son  of  God. "'  The  Spirit  (God) 
was  not  capable  of  suffering,  but  since  he  entered  into  the  flesh, 
he  sympathised  in  the  suffering.  The  Son  suffered,  ^  but  the 
Father  "sympathised"^ — this  being  a  Stoic  expression.  There- 
fore Tertullian  says  (ch.  23),  "Granting  that  we  would  thus  say, 
as  you  assert,  that  there  were  two  separate  (gods),  it  was  more 
tolerable  to  affirm  two  separate  (gods)  than  one  dissembling 
(turn-coat)  god"  [Ut  sic  divisos  diceremus,  quomodo  iactitatis, 
tolerabilius  erat,  duos  divisos  quam  unum  deum  versipellem 
praedicare]. 

It  is  very  evident  that  whenever  the  distinction  between  caro 
(filius)  and  Spiritus  (pater),  between  the  flesh  or  Son  and  the 
Spirit  or  Father,  is  taken  seriously,  the  doctrine  approximates 
to  the  Artemonite  idea.  It  is  in  fact  changing  its  coat  (versi- 
pellis).  But  it  is  obvious  that  even  in  this  form  it  could  not 
satisfy  the  defenders  of  the  Logos  Christology,  for  the  personal 
identity  between  the  Father  and  the  Spirit  or  Christ  is  still  re- 
tained. On  the  whole,  every  attempt  made  by  Modalism  to 
meet  the  demands  of  the  Logos  doctrine  could  not  fail  logically 
to  lead  to  Dynamistic  Monarchianism.  We  know  definitely  that 
the    formulas    of  Zephyrine   and  Callistus  arose  out  of  attempts 

'  Ch.  27:  ^-^-Eqiie  in  una  persona  iitrumque  distinguunt,  patrem  et  filium,  dis- 
centes  filium  carnem  esse,  id  est  liominem,  id  est  lesum,  patrem  autem  spiri- 
tum,  id  est  deum,  id  est  Christum."  On  this  Tertullian  remarks  :  '•'•  et  qui  unum 
eundemque  contendunt  patrem  et  filium,  iam  incipiunt  dividere  illos  potius  quam 
unare;  talem  monarchiam  apud  Valentinum  fortasse  didicerunt,  duos  facere  lesum 
et  Christum."  Tertullian,  accordingly,  tries  to  retort  on  his  opponents  the  charge 
of  dissolving  the  Monarchiaj  see  even  ch.  4.  The  attack  on  the  assumption  of  a 
transformation  of  the  divine  into  the  human  does  not,  for  the  rest,  affect  these 
Monarchians  (ch.  27  ff.). 

-  See  ch.  26,  27  ;  "propterea  quod  nascetur  sanctum,  vocabitur  filius  dei ;  caro 
itaque  nata  est,  caro  itaque  erit  filius  dei." 

■'    Ch.  29:  '•'moi'tuus  est  non  ex  divina,  sed  ex  huniaua  substantia." 

■•    L.  c. :  ••  Compassus  est  pater  filio." 
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at  a  compromise, '  though  the  charge  of  having  two  gods  was 
raised  against  Hippolytus  and  his  party.  Zephyrine's  thesis 
(IX.  ii),  "I  know  one  God,  Christ  Jesus,  and  besides  him  no 
other  born  and  suffering,"  which  he  announced  with  the  hmiting 
clause,  "the  Father  did  not  die,  but  the  Son,""  agrees  with  the 
doctrines  of  "Praxeas",  but,  as  is  clear  from  the  Philos.,  is  also 
to  be  understood  as  a  formula  of  compromise.  Callistus  went 
.still  further.  He  found  it  advisable  after  the  excommunication 
of  Sabellius  and  Hippolytus,  to  receive  the  category  of  the  Logos 
into  the  Christological  formula  meant  to  harmonise  all  parties, 
an  act  for  which  he  was  especially  abused  by  Hippolytus,  while 
Sabellius  also  accused  him  of  apostasy.  ■'  According  to  Zephy- 
rine :  God  is  in  himself  an  indivisible  Pneuma,  which  fills 
all  things,  or,  in  other  words,  the  Logos ;  as  Logos  he  is 
nominally  two,  Father  and  Son.  The  Pneuma,  become  flesh  in 
the  virgin,  is  thus  in  essence  not  different  from,  but  identical 
with,  the  Father  (John  XIV.  ii).  He  who  became  manifest,/.^'., 
the  man,  is  the  Son,  but  the  Spirit,  which  entered  into  the  Son, 
is  the  Father.  "  For  the  Father,  who  is  in  the  Son,  deified  the 
flesh,  after  he  had  assumed  it,  and  united  it  with  himself,  and 
estabHshed  a  unity  of  such  a  nature  that  now  Father  and  Son 
are  called  one  God,  and  that  henceforth  it  is  impossible  that 
this  single  person  can  be  divided  into  two ;  rather  the  thesis 
holds  true  that  the  Father  suffered  in  sympathy  with  the  Son  " — 
not  the  Father  suffered.  ^ 

1  Philos.  IX.  7,  p.  440.  35  sq.;  il,  p.  450.  72  sq. 

2  'Eyw    ot^a  'svx  ©fov  Xpiarov  ''I^ia-oCv  -kx)  TrÄij-j   xvtcv  sTspc-j  oHhx  ys'jT^rc'j  Kxi 
TTxiysTov  —  oi/^  6  TT  aril  p  xttsÖxvev^  xKhx  6  vi6g. 

3  L.C.    IX.    12,    p.    458,     78:    «AA«    XXt    Six    TO    VTTO    TOÜ    ^xßsÄÄlOV    (TVXVMi    nxT^yo- 

peliTÖxi  w;  TTxpxßxvrx.rijv  TrpwTyjv  TTtim-j.  It  is  apparently  the  very  formula '' Com- 
passus  est  pater  filio"  that  appeared  unacceptable  to  the  strict  Monaixhians. 

■*    Philos.    IX.    12,  p.  458,  80:   KaAA/a-TO?  Äeysi  rbv  ÄÖyov  aurov  slvx:  viöv,  xutov 
xxi    TTXTspx    ovÖIjLxti    fj-sv   KXhov (j,svov,  'sv   Jg  Bv  TO  ^rveö/ZÄ   xStXipSTOV.   OVK  aAAo   sivxi 

TTXTSpX,      XÄÄa      Ss      VIOV,    ''SV    $i    XXI    TO    xllTO    VTTXpX^'''',    X*'    '''^    TTXVTX    ySf^SIV    TOV    ÖSlOV 

Tvevi/.XTOi;    TX    rs    x-jm    Kxi   nxrca-   x.x)  ehxt  to  ev  Tjj  TrxpOsvca   a-xpKulih  7rvevi/.x  olx 

STepOV     TTXpX      TOV      TTXTSpX,    XÄ^X    iV    Kx)    TO    xl/TO.    Kfl!<    TOVTO    slvXl    TO  SiptJIiSVCV.    John. 

14.  II.  To  i^h  yxp  ßÄ£7röi'i.i'v:v,  oTrsp  S(Ttiv  xv$pcii7roi;,  tovto  eJvxi  tcv  vi'cv,  to  Ss  s-j 
Tii  VIM  xoip^^ev  TTveCiJix  tovto  slvxi  TCV  TTXTspx-  ov  yxp,  (pvitriv^  spu  SvoQsovi'TrxTepx 
Kxi  vtov,  «AA'  tvx.    'O  yxp  iv  „xl/TÜ  ysvofxivo^  xxTvip  Trpoa-^xßöiJ.ivoii  t»;v  ffxpKX  eieo- 

\ 
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Hippolytus  discovered  in  this  formula  a  mixture  of  Sabellian 
and  Theodotian  ideas,  and  he  was  right.  *  The  approximation 
to  the  Christology  founded  on  the  doctrine  of  substances 
(hypostases),  and  the  departure  from  the  older  Monarchianism, 
are,  in  fact,  only  brought  about  by  CalHstus  having  also  made 
use  of  a  Theodotian  idea. "  He  still  kept  aloof  from  the  Plato- 
nic conception  of  God ;  nay,  it  sounds  like  a  reminiscence  of 
Stoicism,  when,  in  order  to  obtain  a  rational  basis  for  the  in- 
carnation, he  refers  to  the  Pneuma  (Spirit)  which  fills  the  uni- 
verse, the  upper  and  under  world.  But  the  fact  that  his  formu- 
las, in  spite  of  this,  could  render  valuable  service  in  Rome  in 
harmonising  different  views,  was  not  only  due  to  their  admission 
of  the  Logos  conception.  It  was  rather  a  result  of  the  thought 
expressed  in  them,  that  God  in  becoming  incarnate  had  deified 
the  flesh,  and  that  the  Son,  in  so  far  as  he  represented  the 
essentially  deified  (xi^t,  was  to  be  conceived  as  a  second  person, 
and  yet  as  one  really  united  with  God.  ^  At  this  point  the 
ultimate  Catholic  interest  in  the  Christology  comes  correctly  to 
light,  and  this  is  an  interest  not  clearly  perceptible  elsewhere 
in  Monarchian  theories.  It  was  thus  that  men  were  gradually 
tranquillised  in  Rome,  and  only  the  few  extremists  of  the  Left 
and  Right  parties  offered  any  resistance.  Moreover,  the  formula 
was  extraordinarily  adapted,  by  its  very  vagueness,  to  set  up  among 
the  believing  people  the  religious  Mystery,  under  whose  pro- 
tection the  Logos  Christology  gradually  made  good  its  entrance. 

The  latter  was  elaborated  in  opposition  to  Modalism  by  Ter- 

xoi't^TS-j    eviirxt;    ixvrii^    axi  S7rcii]crs-j  tv,  ixii;  Kxhelir^xi  Tfxrepx  kxI  vi'cv  'vjx  ®s6-j.  y.xi 

TOVTO     "iV      'OV     TTpÖtraiTTOV     IZij     Sv-JXCrSxi    SlvXI    SvO^    KXI    OUTCtiq    TOV    TTXTSfX    a-vi/.TTSTC-As-jxi 

rii  viS>-  OV  yxp  fleAg<  Äsyerj  riv  Trxrepx  ttsttc-jU-jxi  hxi  cv  sTvxi  vpoTCiiTrc-j  .  .  . 
Here  something  is  wanting  in  the  text. 

1  Catholic  theologians  endeavour  to  give  a  Nicene  interpretation  to  the  theses 
of  Callistus,  and  to  make  Hippolytus  a  ditheist ;  see  Hagemann,  I.e.;  Kuhn,  Theol. 
Quartalschrift,  1885,  IL;  Lehir,  Etudes  bibliques,  II.,  p.  383;  de  Rossi  and  various 
others. 

2  This  is  also  Zaim's  view,  Mai-cell.,  p.  214.  The  doctrine  of  Callistus  is  for 
the  rest  so  obscure, — and  for  this  our  informant  does  not  seem  to  be  alone  to 
blame — that,  when  we  pass  from  it  to  the  Logos  Christology,  we  actually  breathe 
freely,  and  we  can  understand  how  the  latter  simpler  and  compact  doctrine  finally 
triumphed  over  the  laboured  and  tortuous  theses  of  Callistus. 

3  See  the  Christology  of  Origen. 
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tuUian,  Hippolytus,  and  Novatian  in  the  West.  *  While  Adop- 
tianism  apparently  played  a  very  small  part  in  the  development 
of  the  Logos  Christology  in  the  Church,  the  Christological  theses 
of  Tertullian  and  the  rest  were  completely  dependent  on  the 
opposition  to  the  Modalists.  ^  This  reveals  itself  especially  in 
the  strict  subordination  of  the  Son  to  the  Father.  It  was  only 
by  such  a  subordination  that  it  was  possible  to  repel  the  charge, 
made  by  opponents,  of  teaching  that  there  were  two  Gods. 
The  philosophical  conception  of  God  implied  in  the  Logos 
theory  was  now  set  up  definitely  as  the  doctrine  of  the  Church, 
and  was  construed  to  mean  that  the  unity  of  God  was  simply 
to  be  understood  as  a  "  unicum  Imperium ",  which  God  could 
cause  to  be  administered  by  his  chosen  officials.  Further,  the 
attempt  was  made  to  prove  that  Monotheism  was  satisfactorily 
guarded  by  the  Father  remaining  the  sole  First  Cause.  ^  But 
while  the  reproach  was  thus  repelled  of  making  Father  and  Son 
"brothers",  an  approach  was  made  to  the  Gnostic  doctrine  of 
iF^ons,  and  Tertullian  himself  felt,  and  was  unable  to  avert,  the 
danger  of  falling  into  the  channel  of  the  Gnostics.  *  His  argu- 
ments in  his  writing  Adv.  Praxeas  are  not  free  from  half  con- 
cessions and  uncertainties,  while  the  whole  tenor  of  the  work 
contrasts  strikingly  with  that  of  the  anti-gnostic  tractates.  Ter- 
tullian finds  himself  time  and  again  compelled  in  his  work  to 
pass  from  the  offensive  to  the  defensive,  and  the  admissions 
that  he  makes  show  his  uncertainty.  Thus  he  concedes  that 
we  may  not  speak  of  two  Lords  or  two  Gods,  that  in  certain 
circumstances  the  Son  also  can  be  called  Almighty,  or  even 
Father,  that  the  Son  will  in  the  end  restore  all  things  to  the 
Father,  and,  as  it  would  seem,  will  merge  in  the  Father;  finally, 
and  especially,  that  the  Son  is  not  only  not  aliud  a  patre 
(different  in  substance  from  the  Father),  but  even  in  some  way 

1    See  Vol.  11.,  p.  256. 

-  This  can  be  clearly  perceived  by  comparing  tlie  Christology  of  Tertullian  and 
Hippolytus  with  that  of  Irenseus. 

3  See  Tertullian  adv.  Prax.  3;  Hippol.  c.  Noet.   11. 

4  Adv.  Prax.  8,  13.  It  is  the  same  with  Hippolytus;  both  have  in  their attacl<s 
on  the  Modalists  taken  Valentine,  comparatively  speaking,  under  their  protection. 
This  is  once  more  a  sign  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  was  modified  Gnosticism. 
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not  alius  a  patre  ^  (different  in  person  etc).  Yet  Tertullian  and 
his  comrades  were  by  no  means  at  a  disadvantage  in  compari- 
son with  the  Monarchians.  They  could  appeal  (i)  to  the  Rule 
of  Faith  in  which  the  personal  distinction  between  the  Father 
and  Son  was  recognised ; "  (2)  to  the  Holy  Scriptures  from 
which  it  was,  in  fact,  easy  to  reduce  the  arguments  of  the 
Monarchians  ad  absurdum;^  (3)  to  the  distinction  between 
Christians  and  Jews  which  consisted,  of  course,  in  the  belief  of 
the  former  in  the  Son ;  *  and  lastly,  and  this  was  the  most  im- 
portant point,  they  could  cite  the  Johannine  writings,  especially 
in  support  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Logos.  It  was  of  the  highest 
importance  in  the  controversy  that  Christ  could  be  shown  to 
have  been  called  the  Logos  in  John's  Gospel  and  the  Apoca- 
lypse. *  In  view  of  the  way  in  which  the  Scriptures  were  then 
used  in  the  Church,  these  passages  were  fatal  to  Monarchianism. 
The  attempts  to  interpret  them  symbolically  *  could  not  but 
fail  in  the  end,  as  completely  as  those,  e.g.,  of  Callistus  and 
Paul  of  Samasota,  to  combine  the  use  of  the  expression  "Logos  " 
with  a  rejection  of  the  apologetic  conception  of  it  based  on 
Philo.  Meanwhile  Tertullian  and  Hippolytus  did  not,  to  all 
appearance,  yet  succeed  in  getting  their  form  of  doctrine  approved 
in  the  Churches.  The  God  of  mystery  of  whom  they  taught 
was  viewed  as  an  unknown  God,  and  their  Christology  did  not 
correspond  to  the  wants  of  men.  The  Logos  was,  indeed,  to 
be  held  one  in  essence  with  God ;  but  yet  he  was,  by  his  being 
made     the     organ    of   the    creation    of   the    world,    an    inferior 

1  Ch.   18,  in  other  passages  otherwise. 

2  Tertull.  adv.  Prax.   2.  Ilippol.  c.  Noet.  I. 

■*  The  Müiiarchian  dispute  was  conducted  on  both  sides  liy  the  aid  of  proofs 
drawn  from  exegesis.  Tertullian,  besides,  in  Adv.  Prax..,  appealed  in  support  of  the 
"economic"  trinity  to  utterances  of  the  Paraclete. 

^  .See  ad.  Prax.  21:  "Ceterum  ludaicas  fidei  ista  res,  sic  unum  deum  credere,  ut 
filium  adnumerare  ei  nolis,  et  post  filium  spiritum.  Quid  enim  erit  inter  nos  et 
illos  nisi  differentia  ista?  Quod  opus  evangelii,  si  non  exinde  pater  et  fillus  et 
Spiritus,  tres  crediti,  unum  deum  sistunt?" 

5  Tiis-rev<Tt))(j.i-i^  says  Hippolyt.  c.  Noet.  17— jcät^  tjJv  7rxpxSo(rfj  tÜ'j  xttoittö^cüv 
ÖTi  ©sog  Äöyoi;  xx'  oupx-jü-j  Kxri^?.liev^ — see  already  Tatian,  Orat.  5  following  Joh.  I.  i  : 
0eo$  v,v  SV  xpxyi^  tvjv  Ss  xpx^'^  Äöyov  Svvxiuv  7ra;f£/A)^4>«/-'£v. 

6  See  above,  p.  63. 
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divine  being,  or  rather  at  once  inferior  and  not  inferior.  This 
conception,  however,  conflicted  with  tradition  as  embodied  in 
worship,  which  taught  men  to  see  God  Himself  in  Christ,  quite 
as  much  as  the  attempt  was  opposed  by  doctrinal  tradition,  to 
derive  the  use  of  the  name  "Son  of  God"  for  Christ,  not  from 
His  miraculous  birth,  but  from  a  decree  dating  before  the  world.  * 
For  the  rest,  the  older  enemies  of  Monarchianism  still  maintained 
common  ground  with  their  opponents,  in  so  far  as  God's  evolving 
of  Himself  in  several  substances  (Hypostases)  was  throughout 
affected  by  the  history  of  the  world  (cosmos),  and  in  this  sense  by 
the  history  of  revelation.  The  difference  between  them  and  at  least 
the  later  Monarchians  was  here  only  one  of  degree.  The  latter 
began  at  the  incarnation  (or  at  the  theophanies  of  the  O.  T.), 
and  from  it  dated  a  nominal  plurality,  the  former  made  the 
"economic"  self-unfolding  of  God  originate  immediately  before 
the  creation  of  the  world.  Here  we  have  the  cosmological  inter- 
est coming  once  more  to  the  front  in  the  Church  Fathers  and 
displacing  the  historical,  while  it  ostensibly  raised  the  latter  to 
a  higher  plane. 

Wherever  the  doctrine  of  the  Logos  planted  itself  in  the 
third  century  the  question,  whether  the  divine  being  who  appeared 
on  earth  was  identical  with  the  Deity,  was  answered  in 
the  negative.  ^  In  opposition  to  this  Gnostic  view,  which  was 
first  to  be  corrected  in  the  fourth  century,  the  Monarchians 
maintained  a  very  ancient  and  valuable  position  in  clinging  to 
the  identity  of  the  eternal  Deity,  with  the  Deity  revealed  on 
earth.  But  does  not  the  dilemma  that  arises  show  that  the 
speculation  on  both  sides  was  as  untenable  as  unevangeHcal  ? 
Either  we  preserve  the  identity,  and  in  that  case  defend  the 
thesis,  at  once  absurd  and  inconsistent  with  the  Gospel,  that 
Christ  was  the  Father  himself;  or  with  the  Gospel  we  retain 
the  distinction  between  Father  and  Son,  but  then  announce  a 
subordinate  God  after  the  fashion  of  a  Gnostic  polytheism. 
Certainly,  as  regards  religion,  a  very  great  advance  was  arrived 
at,    when    Athanasius,    by  his    exclusive  formula  of  Aoyo-  o/zo- 

1    In  the  Symboliim  the  "yfi/y^jJevr«  sk  7!-vstJij.xroq  xyiov"  is  to  be  understood  as 
explaining  rbv  vibv  tov  Osov. 
'    See  Ac/v.  Prax.  1 6. 
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c'j7io:  (consubstantial  I-ogos),  negatived  both  Modalism  and  sub- 
ordinationist Gnosticism,  but  the  Hellenic  foundation  of  the 
whole  speculation  was  preserved,  and  for  the  rational  observer 
a  second  rock  of  offence  was  merely  piled  upon  a  first.  How- 
ever, under  the  conditions  of  scientific  speculation  at  the  time,  the 
formula  was  the  saving  clause  by  which  men  were  once  for 
all  turned  from  Adoptianism,  whose  doctrine  of  a  deification  of 
Jesus  could  not  fail,  undoubtedly,  to  awaken  the  most  question- 
able recollections. 

(b)    The  last  stages  of  Modalism  in  the  West,  and  the 
State  of  Theology. 

Our  information  is  very  defective  concerning  the  destinies  of 
Monarchianism  in  Rome  and  the  West,  after  the  close  of  the 
first  thirty  years  of  the  third  century;  nor  are  we  any  better 
off  in  respect  to  the  gradual  acceptance  of  the  Logos  Christ- 
ology.  The  excommunication  of  Sabellius  by  Callistus  in  Rome 
resulted  at  once  in  the  Monarchians  ceasing  to  find  any  follow- 
ers in  the  West,  and  in  the  complete  withdrawal  soon  after- 
wards of  strict  and  aggressive  Modalism. '  Callistus  himself  has, 
besides,  not  left  to  posterity  an  altogether  clean  reputation  as 
regards  his  Christology,  although  he  had  covered  himself  in  the 
main  point  by  his  compromise  formula.^  Hippolytus'  sect  had 
ceased  to  exist  about  A.D.  250;  nay,  it  is  not  altogether 
improbable  that  he  himself  made  his  peace  with  the  great  Church 
shortly  before  his  death.  ^  We  can  infer  from  Novatian's  im- 
portant work  "  De  trinitate  ",  that  the  following  tenets  were  recog- 

'  On  these  grounds  the  doctrine  of  Sabellius  will  be  described  under,  in  the 
history  of  Eastern  Modalism. 

-  In  forged  Acts  of  vSynod  of  the  6th  century  we  read  (Mansi,  Concil.  II., 
p.  621):  "qui  se  Callistus  ita  docuit  Sabellianum,  ut  arbitrio  suo  sumat  unam  per- 
sonam esse  trinitatis."  The  words  which  follow  later,  "  in  sua  extoUentia  separabat 
trinitatem"  have  without  reason  seemed  particularly  difficult  to  Dollinger  (I.e.,  p.  247) 
and  Langen  (I.e.,  p.  215).  Sabellianism  was  often  blamed  with  dismembering 
the  Monas  (see  Zahn,  INIarcell.  p.  211.) 

•"*  See  Dollinger,  I.e.,  Hippolytus  was  under  Maximinus  banished  along  with  the 
Roman  Bishop  Pontian  to  Sardinia.  See  the  Catal.  Liber,  sub  "  Pontianus  "  (Lip- 
sius,  Chronologic,  pp.  194,  275). 
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nised  in  Rome  about  250:  '  (i)  Christ  did  not  first  become  God. 
(2)  The  Father  did  not  suffer.  (3)  Christ  pre-existed  and  is  true 
God  and  man, "  But  it  was  not  only  in  Rome  that  these  tenets 
were  established,  but  also  in  many  provinces.  If  the  Roman 
Bishop  Dionysius  could  write  in  a  work  of  his  own  against  the 
Sabellians,  that  "  Sabellius  blasphemed,  saying  that  the  Son  was 
himself  Father",^  then  we  must  conclude  that  this  doctrine 
was  then  held  inadmissible  in  the  West.  Cyprian  again  has 
expressed  himself  as  follows  (Ep.  'Ji.  4):  "  Patripassiani,  Valen- 
tiniani,  Appelletiani,  Ophita^,  Marcionitai  et  cetera^  hsreticorum 
pestes"  ( — the  other  plagues  of  heretics),  and  we  must  decide 
that  the  strict  Modalistic  form  of  doctrine  was  then  almost 
universally  condemned  in  the  West.  Of  the  difficulties  met  with 
in  the  ejection  of  the  heresy,  or  the  means  employed,  we  have 
no  information.  Nothing  was  changed  in  the  traditional  Creeds' 
— a  noteworthy  and  momentous  difference  from  the  oriental 
Churches !  But  we  know  of  one  case  in  which  an  important 
alteration  was  proposed.  The  Creed  of  the  Church  of  Aquileia 
began,  in  the  fourth  century,  with  the  words  "  I  believe  in  God 
the  Father  omnipotent,  invisible,  and  impassible  "  (Credo  in  deo 
patre    omnipotente,    iiivisibili  et  i?npassiöiii),    and  Rufinus,  who 


1  This  writing  shows,  on  the  one  hand,  that  AJoptians  and  Modalists  still  existed 
and  were  dangerous  in  Rome,  and  on  the  other,  that  they  were  not  found  within 
the  Roman  Cliurch.     On  the  significance  of  the  writing  see  Vol.  II.,  p.  313    f. 

2  The  Roman  doctrine  of  Christ  was  tlien  as  follows:  He  has  always  been 
with  the  Father  (sermo  dei),  but  he  first  proceeded  before  the  world  from  the 
substance  of  the  Father  (e.x;  patre)  for  the  purpose  of  creating  the  world.  He  was 
born  into  the  flesh,  and  thus  a.?,  ß litis  dei  and  dens  adopted  a  //ewe- thus  he  is  also 
ßlitcs  hominis.  "Filius  dei"  and  "filius  hominis"  are  thus  to  be  distinguished  as 
two  substances  (substantia  divina — homo),  but  he  is  one  person j  for  he  has  com- 
pletely combined,  united,  and  fused  the  two  substances  in  himself.  At  the  end 
of  things,  when  he  shall  have  subjected  all  to  himself,  he  will  subject  himself 
again  to  the  F'ather,  and  will  return  to  and  be  merged  in  him.  Of  the  Holy  Spirit 
it  i.s  also  true,  that  he  is  a  person  (Paraclete),  and  that  he  proceeds  from  the  substance 
of  the  Father;  but  he  receives  from  the  Son  his  power  and  sphere  of  work,  he 
is  therefore  less  than  the  Son,  as  the  latter  is  less  than  the  Father.  But  all  three 
persons  are  combined  as  indwellers  in  the  same  substance,  and  united  by  love  and 
harmony.     Thus  there  is  only  one  God,  from  whom  the  two  other  persons  proi 

3  'ZoeßsÄ/.toi;    ß^xT^^^iisl^    xuto-j    to-j    vicv    sI-jzi    a/^wv    tov  ttxts^x.     See  R( 
Reliq.  S.  III.,  p.  373. 
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has  preserved  it  for  us,  tells  ^  that  the  addition  was  made,  at 
any  rate  as  early  as  the  third  century,  in  order  to  exclude  the 
Fatripassians. 

But  the  exclusion  of  the  strict  Modalists  involved  neither  their 
immediate  end,  nor  the  wholesale  adoption  of  the  teaching  of 
Tertullian  and  Hippolytus,  of  the  philosophical  doctrine  of  the 
Logos.  As  regards  the  latter,  the  recognition  of  the  name  of 
Logos  for  Christ,  side  by  side  with  other  titles,  did  not  at  once 
involve  the  reception  of  the  Logos  doctrine,  and  the  very  fact, 
that  no  change  was  made  in  the  Creed,  shows  how  reluctant 
men  were  to  give  more  than  a  necessary  minimum  of  space  to 
philosophical  speculations.  They  were  content  with  the  formula, 
extracted  from  the  Creed,  "Jesus  Christus,  deus  et  homo",  and 
with  the  combination  of  the  Biblical  predicates  applied  to  Christ, 
predicates  which  also  governed  their  conception  of  the  Logos. 
In  this  respect  the  second  Book  of  the  Testimonies  of  Cyprian 
is  of  great  importance.  In  the  first  six  chapters  the  divinity  of 
Christ  is  discussed,  in  terms  of  Holy  Scripture,  under  the  follow- 
ing headings,  (i)  Christum  primogenitum  esse  et  ipsum  esse 
sapientiam  dei,  per  quem  omnia  facta  sunt;  (2)  quod  sapientia 
dei  Christus;  (3)  quod  Christus  idem  sit  et  sermo  dei;  (4)  quod 
Christus  idem  manus  et  brachium  dei;  (5)  quod  idem  angelus 
et  deus;  (6)  quod  deus  Christus.  Then  follows,  after  some 
sections  on  the  appearing  of  Christ:  (10)  quod  et  homo  et  deus 
Christus.  The  later  Nicene  and  Chalcedonian  doctrine  was  the 
property  of  the  Western  Church  from  the  third  century,  not  in 
the  form  of  a  philosophically  technical  speculation,  but  in  that 
of  a  categorical  Creed-like  expression  of  faith— see  Novatian's 
"De  trinitate",  in  which  the  doctrine  of  the  Logos  falls  into  the 
background.  Accordingly  the  statement  of  Socrates  (H.  E.  III.  7) 

1  Expos.  Symboli  Apost.  ch.  19.  The  changes  which  can  be  shown  to  have 
been  made  on  the  first  article  of  the  Creed  elsewhere  in  the  West — see  especially 
the  African  additions— belong  probably  at  the  earliest  to  the  fourth  century.  Should 
they  be  older,  however,  they  are  all,  it  would  seem,  to  be  understood  anti- 
gnostically;  in  other  words,  they  contain  nothing  but  explanations  and  comfirmatory 
additions.  It  is  in  itself  incredible  and  incapable  of  proof  that  the  Roman  and 
after  it  the  Western  Churches  should,  at  the  beginning  of  the  third  century,  have 
deleted,  as  Zahn  holds,  a  'i-^x  which  originally  stood  in  the  first  article  of  the 
Creed,  in  order  to  confute  the  JMonarchians. 
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is  not  incredible,  that  the  Western  Churchman  Hosius  had  al- 
ready declared  the  distinction  between  cv^U  and  •j7rccrr:)C7ic  (sub- 
stantia and  persona)  before  the  Council  of  Nic^a.  '  The  West 
welcomed  in  the  fourth  century  all  statements  which  contained 
the  complete  divinity  of  Christ,  without  troubling  itself  much 
about  arguments  and  proofs,  and  the  controversy  between  the 
two  Dionysii  in  the  middle  of  the  third  century  (see  under), 
proves  that  a  declared  interest  was  kept  up  in  the  complete 
divinity  of  Christ,  as  an  inheritance  from  the  Monarchian  period 
in  Rome. "  Nay,  a  latent  Monarchian  element  really  continued 
to  exist  in  the  Western  Church ;  this  we  can  still  study  in  the 
poems  of  Commodian.  ^  Commodian,  again,  was  not  yet  acquainted 
with  speculations  regarding  the  "complete"  humanity  of  Jesus; 
he  is  satisfied  with  the  flesh  of  Christ  being  represented  as  a 
sheath,  (V.  224,  ''And  suffers,  as  he  willed,  in  our  likeness";'* 
on  the  other  hand,  V.  280,  "  now  the  flesh  was  God,  in 
which  the  virtue  of  God  acted.")  ^    But  these  are  only  symptoms 

1     See  Vol.  IV. 

-  We,  unfortunately,  do  not  know  on  what  grounds  the  Roman  Bishop  approved 
of  the  excommunication  of  Origen,  or  whether  Origen's  doctrine  of  subordination 
was  regarded  in  Rome  as  heretical. 

3  Here  follow  in  the  original  illustrations  which  we  relegate  to  this  footnote. 
Compare  Instruct.  II.  i  (Heading) :  "  De  populo  absconso  sancto  omnipotentis  Christi 
dei  vivi;"  II.  i,  p.  28.  22,  ed.  Ludwig):  "  omnipotens  Christus  descendit  ad  suos 
electos  ;  "  II.  23,  p.  43,  11  sq.:  "Unde  deus  clamat:  Stulte,  hac  nocte  vocaris." 
II.  39.  I,  p.  52.  Carmen  apolog.  91  sq.:  "Est  deus  omnipotens,  unus,  a  semetipso 
creatus,  quern  infra  reperies  magnum  et  humilem  ipsum.  Is  erat  in  verbo  positus, 
sibi  solo  notatus,  Qui  pater  et  filius  dicitur  et  spiritus  sanctus;"  276:  "Hie  pater 
in  filio  venit,  deus  unus  ubique."  (See  also  the  following  verses  according  to  the 
edition  of  Dombart) :  285:  "hie  erat  Omnipotens;"  "334:  "  (ligno)  deus  pependit 
dominus  ;  "  353  :  "  deum  talia  passum,  Ut  enuntietur  crucifixus  conditor  orbis  ;  " 
359  sq.:  '-Idcirco  nee  voluit  se  manifestare,  quid  esset,  Sed  filium  dixit  se  missum 
fuisse  a  patre ;  "  398:  "Pi-iedictus  est  deus  carnaliter  nasci  pro  nobis ; "  455:  "quis 
deus  est  ille,  quem  nos  crucifiximus ;  "  610:  "ipsa  spes  tota,  deo  credere,  qui  ligno 
pependit;  "  612  :  "  Quod  filius  dixit^  cum  sit  deus  p7-isiimis  ipse;''''  625  :  "hie  erat 
venturus,  commixtus  sanguine  nostro,  ut  videretur  homo,  sed  deus  in  carne  latebat . . . 
dominus  ipse  veniet."  630,  764  :  "  Unus  est  in  crelo  deus  dei,  terrre  marisque,  Quern 
Moyses  docuit  ligno  pependisse  pro  nobis ;  "  etc.  etc.  Commodian  is  usually 
assigned  to  the  second  half  of  the  third  century,  but  doubts  have  recently  been 
expressed  as  to  this  date.  Jacobi,  Commodian  u.  d.  alt  Kirchlich.  Trinitätslehre, 
in  der  deutschen  Ztschr.  f.  Christi.  Wissensch.,  1853,  p,  203  ff. 

*  Et  patitur,  quomodo  voluit  sub  imagine  nostra. 

*  lam  caro  deus  erat,  in  qua  dei  virtus  agebat. 
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of  a  Christian  standpoint  which  was  fundamentally  different  from 
that  of  oriental  theologians,  and  which  Commodian  was  by  no 
means  the  only  one  to  occupy.  He,  Lactantius,  and  Arnobius  ^ 
are  very  different  from  each  other.  Commodian  was  a  practical 
Churchman;  Arnobius  was  an  empiricist  and  in  some  form  also 
a  sceptic  and  decided  opponent  of  Platonism ; "  while  Lactantius 
was  a  disciple  of  Cicero  and  well  acquainted  besides  with  the 
speculations  of  Greek  Christian  theology.  But  they  are  all  three 
closely  connected  in  the  contrast  they  present  to  the  Greek 
theologians  of  the  school  of  Origen ;  there  is  notJiing  mystical 
about  them,  they  are  not  Neoplatonists.  Lactantius  has,  indeed, 
expounded  the  doctrine  of  Christ,  the  incarnate  Logos,  as  well 
as  any  Greek;  as  a  professional  teacher  it  was  all  known  and 
familiar  to  him ;  ^  but  as  he  nowhere  encounters  any  problems 
in  his  Christology,  as  he  discusses  doctrines  with  very  few 
theological  or  philosophical  formulas,  almost  in  a  light  tone,  as 
if  they  were  mere  matters  of  course,  we  see  that  he  had  no 
interest  of  his  own  in  them.  He  was  rather  interested  in  exactly 
the  same  questions  as  Arnobius  and  Commodian,  who  again 
showed  no  anxiety  to  go  beyond  the  simplest  Christological  for- 
mulas—that Christ  was  God,  that  he  had,  however,  also  assumed 
flesh,  or  united  himself  with  a  man,  since  otherwise  we  could 
not  have  borne  the  deity:  "And  God  was  man,  that  he 
might  possess  us  in  the  future"  (Et  fuit  homo  deus,  ut  nos  in 
futuro  haberet).  ■*  '"    The    Christianity    and  theology  which  these 

1  See  Francke's  fine  discussion,  Die  Psychologie  und  Erkentnisslehre  des  Arno- 
bius (Leipzig,  1878). 

"    We  i-ecall  the  Theodotians  of  Rome. 

3  See  Instit.  IV.  6 — 30.  The  doctrine  of  the  Logos  is  naturally  worked  out  in 
a  subordinationist  sense.  Besides  this,  many  other  things  occur  which  must  have 
seemed  very  questionable  to  the  Latin  Fathers  60  years  afterwards : "  Utinam,"  says 
Jerome,  ''tarn  nostra  confirmare  potuisset  quam  facile  aliena  destruxit."' 

■*    Commod.,  Carmen  apolog.  761. 

''  See  the  Cin-istological  expositions,  in  part  extremely  questionable,  of  Arno- 
bius I.  39,  42,  53,  60,  62,  and  elsewhere.  A.  demands  that  complete  divinity  should 
be  predicated  of  Christ  on  account  of  the  divine  teaching  of  Christ  (II.  60).  In 
his  own  theology  many  other  antique  features  crop  up;  he  even  defends  the  view 
that  the  supreme  God  need  not  be  conceived  as  creator  of  this  world  and  of  men 
(see  the  remarkable  chap.  46  of  the  second  book,  which  recalls  Marcion  and  Celsus). 
Many    Church    doctrines    Arnobius    cannot    understand,  and  he  admits  them  to  be 
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Latins  energetically  supported  against  polytheism,  were  summed 
up  in  Monotheism,  a  powerfully  elaborated  morality,  the  hope 
of  the  Resurrection  which  was  secured  by  the  work  of  the  God 
Christ  who  had  crushed  the  demons,  and  in  unadulterated  Chili- 
asm.  ^  Monotheism — in  the  sense  of  Cicero's  "  De  natura  deo- 
rum" — Moralism,  and  Chiliasm :  these  are  the  clearly  perceived 
and  firmly  held  points,  and  not  only  for  Apologetic  purposes, 
but  also,  as  is  proved  especially  by  the  second  book  of  Commo- 
dian's  "  Instructiones ",  in  independent  and  positive  expositions. 
These  Instructions  are,  along  with  the  Caruien  Apolog.,  of  the 
highest  importance  for  our  estimate  of  Western  Christianity  in 
the  period  A.D.  250 — 315,  We  discover  here,  100  years  after 
the  Gnostic  fight,  a  Christianity  that  was  affected,  neither  by 
the  theology  of  the  anti-gnostic  Church  Fathers,  nor  specially 
by  that  of  the  Alexandrians,  one  which  the  dogmatic  contentions 
and  conquests  of  the  years  150 — 250  have  passed  over,  hardly 
leaving  a  trace.  Almost  all  that  is  required  to  explain  it  by  the 
historian  who  starts  with  the  period  of  Justin  is  to  be  found  in 
the  slightly  altered  conditions  of  the  Roman  world  of  culture, 
and  in  the  development  of  the  Church  system  as  a  practical 
power,  a  political  and  social  quantity. "  Even  in  the  use  of 
Scripture  this  Christianity  of  the  West  reveals  its  conservatism. 
The  Books  of  the  O.  T.  and  the  Apocalypse  are  those  still 
most  in  vogue. '  Commodian  does  not  stand  alone,  nor  are  the 
features  to  be  observed  in  his  "Instructiones"  accidental.    And 


puzzles  whose  solution  is  known  to  God  alone  (see  e.g.^  Y>.  II.  74).  Even  in  the 
doctrine  of  the  soul,  which  to  liim  is  mortal  and  only  has  its  life  prolonged  by 
receiving  the  doctrine  brought  by  Christ,  there  is  a  curious  mixture  of  antique 
empiricism  and  Christianity.  If  we  measure  him  by  tlie  theology  of  tlie  fourth  century, 
Arnobius  is  heterodox  on  almost  every  page. 

'  See  the  Carmen  apolog.  with  its  detailed  discussions  of  the  final  Drama,  Anti- 
christ   (Nero)  etc.;    Lactant  1\'.   12,  VII.  21   sq.;  Victorinus,  Comni.  on  Revelation. 

-  We  can  notice  throughout  in  Commodian  the  influence  of  the  institution  of 
penance,  that  measuring-tape  of  the  extent  to  whicii  Church  and  World  are 
entwined. 

<*  The  oldest  commentary  preserved,  in  part,  to  us  is  that  of  N'ictorinus  of  Pettan 
on  the  Apocalypse. 
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we    are   not  limited  to  the  Apologists  Arnobius  and  Lactantius 
for   purposes    of  comparison.     We   learn    much   the  same  thing 
as   to  African  Christianity  from  the  works  of  Cyprian,  or,  even 
from  the  theological  attitude  of  the  Bishop  himself,  as  we  infer 
from    Commodian's    poems.     And,    on    the    other    hand,    Latin 
Church    Fathers    of  the   fourth   century,  e.g.,   Zeno  and  Hilary, 
show    in    their    writings    that    we    must   not  look  for  the  theo- 
logical   interests    of  the    West    in  the  same  quarter  as  those  of 
the    East.     In  fact   the    West  did  not,  strictly  speaking,  possess 
a  specifically   Church  "■  theology "  at  all.  ^    It  was  only  from  the 
second    half   of   the  fourth  century  that  the  West  was  invaded 
by    the    Platonic    theology    which    Hippolytus,    Tertullian,    and 
Novatian  had  cultivated,  to  all  appearance  without  any  thorough 
success.     Some    of  its   results    were  accepted,  but  the  theology 
itself  was    not.     Nor,  in  some  ways,  was  it  later  on,  when  the 
Western    structure    of   Monotheism,  energetic  practical  morality, 
and  conservative  Chiliasm  fell  a  prey  to  destruction.   The  mys- 
tical tendencies,  or  the  perceptions  that  led  to  them,  were  them- 
selves   awanting.     Yet   there  is  no  mistake,  on  the  other  hand, 
as   we    are  taught  by  the  Institutiones  of  Lactantius  as  well  as 
the   Tractates    of  Cyprian,    that   the    rejection  of  Modalism  and 
the    recognition    of  Christ    as   the  Logos  forced  upon  the  West 
the  necessity  of  rising  from  faith  to  a  philosophical  and,  in  fact, 
a  distinctively  Neoplatonic  dogmatic.    It  was  simply  a  question 
of  time  when  this  departure  should  take  place.  The  recognition 
of  the    Logos    could    not  fail  ultimately  to  produce  everywhere 
a    ferment   which   transformed    the    Rule  of  Faith  into  the  com- 
pendium   of  a   scientific    rehgion.     It  is  hardly  possible  to  con- 
jecture how  long  and  where  Monarchians  maintained  their  ground 
as  independent  sects  in  the  West.  It  is  yet  most  probable  that 
there    were    Patripassians    in   Rome  in  the  fourth  century.     The 
Western    Fathers  and  opponents  of  heretics  from  the  middle  of 
the    fourth    century    speak    not    infrequently    of  Monarchians — 
Sabellians  ;  but  they,  as  a  rule,  have  simply  copied  Greek  sources, 

'  Tlie  work  of  Arnobius  is,  in  this  respect,  very  instructive.  This  theologian 
did  not  incline  as  a  theologian  to  Neoplatonism,  at  a  time  when,  in  the  East,  the 
use  of  any  oilier  philosophy  in  Christian  dogmatics  was  ipso  facto  forbidden  as 
heretical. 
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from  which  they  have  transferred  the  confusion  that  prevailed 
among  the  Greek  representatives  of  SabeUianism,  and  to  a 
still  greater  extent,  we  must  admit,  among  the  historians  who 
were  hostile  to  it.  ^ 


1  Epiphanlus  (H.  62.  i)  tells  us  that  there  were  Sabellians  in  Rome  in  his  time. 
Shice  he  was  acquainted  with  no  other  province  or  community  in  the  West  we  may 
perhaps  believe  him.  This  information  seems  to  be  confirmed  by  a  discovery  made 
in  A.D.  1742  by  Marangoni.  "He  found  at  the  Marancia  gate  on  the  road  leading 
to  S.  Paolo  a  stair  closed  in  his  time  which,  as  tlie  discoverer  believed,  led  to  a 
cubiculum  of  S.  Callisto,  and  in  which  were  painted  Constantine's  monogram  in 
very  large  letters,  and,  secondly,  Christ  sitting  on  a  globe,  between  Peter  arid  Paul. 
On  the  cover,  in  a  mosaic  of  green  stones,  stood  the  inscription  "  Qui  et  filius 
diceris  et  pater  inveniris"  (Kraus,  Rom.  sott.  2  Aufl.,  p.  550).  De  Rossi,  Kraus, 
and  Schnitze  (Katakomben,  p.  34)  suppose  that  we  have  here  the  discovery  of  a 
burial  place  of  Modalistic  Monarchians,  and  that,  as  the  monogram  proves,  of  the 
fourth  century.  The  sepulchre  has  again  disajjpeared,  and  we  have  to  depend 
entirely  on  Marangoni's  account,  which  contains  no  facsimile.  It  is  not  probable 
that  a  Sabellian  burial-place  lay  in  immediate  proximity  to  Domitilla's  catacomb  in 
the  fourth  century,  or  that  the  grave-yard  of  any  sect  was  preserved.  If  we  can 
come  to  any  decision  at  all,  in  view  of  the  uncertainty  of  the  whole  information, 
it  seems  more  credible  that  the  inscription  belongs  to  the  third  century,  and  that 
the  monogram  was  added  to  deprive  it  of  its  heretical  character. 

Whether  Ambrosius  and  Ambrosiaster  refer  in  the  following  quotations  to 
Roman  or  say  Western  Monarchians  living  in  their  time  is  at  least  questionable. 
(Ambrosius,  de  fide  V.  13.  162,  Ed.  Bened.  II.  p.  579  *•'  Sabelliani  et  MarcionitK 
dicunt,  quod  hsec  futura  sit  Christi  ad  deum  patrem  subjectio,  ut  in  patrem  filius 
refundatur":  Ambrosiaster  in  Ep.  ad  Cor.  II.  2,  Ed.  Bened.  App.  IL,  p.  117, 
''quia  ipsum  patrem  sibi  filium  appellatum  dicel^ant,  ex  quibus  Marcion  traxit 
errorem  "). 

Optatus  (I.  9)  relates  that  in  the  African  provinces  not  only  the  errors,  but 
even  the  names,  of  Praxeas  and  Sabellius  had  passed  away  5  in  I.  10,  IV.  5,  V.  i 
he  discusses  the  Patripassians  briefly,  but  without  giving  anything  new.  Nor  can 
we  infer  from  Hilary  (de  trinitate  VII.  39 ;  ad  Constant.  II.  9)  that  there  were 
still  Monarchians  in  his  time  in  the  West.  Augustine  says  (Ep.  118  c.  II.  [12] 
ed.  Bened.  II.,  p.  498)  dissensiones  qusestionesque  Sabellianorum  silentur."  Second- 
hand information  regarding  them  is  to  be  found  in  Augustine,  Tract,  in  Joli. 
(passim)  and  Hser.  41.  (The  remarks  here  on  the  relation  of  Sabellius  to  Noetus 
are  interesting.  Augustine  cannot  see  why  orientals  count  SabeUianism  a  separate 
heresy  from  Monarchianism). 

Again  we  have  similar  notices  in  Aug.  Prxdest.  II.  41 — in  H.  70  Priscillians 
and  Sabellians  are  classed  together ;  as  already  in  Leo  I — ,  in  Isidor,  H.  43, 
Gennadius,  Eccl.  Dogm.  I.  4  ("  Pentapolitana  hasresis ")  Pseudo-hieron.  H.  26 
("•Unionita"  etc.,  etc.  In  the  Consult.  Zacch.  et  Appollon.  1.  II.  11  sq.  (Gallandi 
T.  IX.,  p.  231  sq  ) — a  book  written  about  430 — a  distinction  is  made  between  the 
Patripassians  and  Saljellians.  The  former  are  correctly  described,  the  latter 
confounded  witli  the   Macedonians.  Vigilius  Dial.  adv.  Arlan.  (Bibl.  Lugd.  T.  VIIL). 
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(c)    The  Modalistic  Monarchians  in  the  East:  Sabellianism 

and  the  History  of  Philosophical  Christology  and 

Theology  after  Origen.  ^ 

After  the  close  of  the  third  century  the  name  of  "  Sabel- 
lians  "  became  the  common  title  of  Modalistic  Monarchians  in  the 
East.  In  the  West  also  the  term  was  used  here  and  there,  in  the  same 
way,  in  the  fourth  and  fifth  centuries.  In  consequence  of  this  the 
traditional  account  of  the  doctrines  taught  by  Sabellius  and  his 
immediate  disciples  is  very  confused.  Zahn  has  the  credit  of 
having  shown  that  the  propositions,  especially,  which  were  first 
published  by  Marcellus  of  Ancyra,  were  characterised  by  oppo- 
nents as  Sabellian  because  Monarchian,  and  in  later  times  they 
have  been  imputed  to  the  older  theologian.  But  not  only  does 
the  work  of  Marcellus  pass  under  the  name  of  Sabellius  up  to 
the  present  day,  Monarchianism  undoubtedly  assumed  very  dif- 
ferent forms  in  the  East  in  the  period  between  Hippolytus 
and  Athanasius.  It  was  steeped  in  philosophical  speculation. 
Doctrines  based  on  kejtosis  and  transformation  were  developed. 

'  S.  Schleiermaclier  in  the  Theol.  Zeitsclir.  1822,  part  3;  Lange  in  the  Zeitsclir. 
f.  d.  histor.  Theol.  1832,  II.  2.  S.  17—46;  Zahn,  Marcell.  1867.  Quellen:  Orig., 
'Kif'l  xpx-  I-  2;  in  Joh.  I.  23,  II.  2.  3,  X.  21  ;  in  ep.  ad  Titum  fragm.  II;  in 
Mt.  XVI.  8,  XVII.  14;  c.  Cels.  VIII.  12,  etc.  For  Sabellius,  Philosoph.  IX.  is,  in 
spite  of  its  meagreness,  of  fundamental  importance.  Hippolytus  introduces  him  in 
a  w.ay  that  shows  plainly  he  was  sufficiently  well  known  at  the  time  in  the  Roman 
Cliurch  not  to  need  any  more  precise  characterisation  (see  Caspari,  Quellen  III., 
p.  327J.  Epiphanius  (H.  62)  has  borrowed  from  good  sources.  If  we  still  possessed 
them,  the  letters  of  Dioiiysius  of  Alex,  would  have  been  our  most  important  original 
authorities  on  S.  and  his  Libyan  party.  But  we  have  only  fragments,  partly  in 
Athanasius  (de  sententia  Dionysii),  partly  in  later  writers  — the  collection  in  Routh 
is  not  complete,  Reliq.  S.  III.,  pp.  371 — 403.  All  that  Athanasius  imparts,  though 
fragmentary,  is  indispensable  (espec.  in  the  writings  De  synod.;  de  decret.  synod. 
Nie.  and  c.  Arian.  IV.  This  discourse  has  from  its  careless  use  led  to  a  mis- 
representation of  Sabellian  teaching;  yet  see  Rettberg,  Marcell.  Praef. ;  Kuhn, Kath. 
Dogmatik  II.  S.  344;  Zahn,  Marcell.  S.  198  f.).  A  few  important  notices  in  Nova- 
tian,  de  trinit.  12  sq.;  Method.,  Conviv.  VIII.  lo ;  Arius  in  ep.  ad.  Alex.  Alexan- 
drice (Epiph.,  H.  69.  7) ;  Alexander  of  Alex,  (in  Theodoret ,  II.  E.  I.  3) ;  Eusebius, 
c.  Marcell.  and  Prcepar.  evang. ;  Basilius,  ep.  207,  210,  214,  235  ;  Gregory  of  Nys.sa, 
/070?  KXTx  ^Afsiou  xoci  Sä/SsAA/ow  (Mai.  V.  P.  Nova  Coll.  VIII.  2,  p.  i  sq.) — tobe 
used  cautiously — ;  P.seudo-Gregor  (Appollinaris)  in  Mai,  I.e.  VII.  i.,  p.  170  sq.; 
Theodoret.  H.  F.  II.  9 ;  Anonymus,  %poi  roi/i;  "S.xßs^^iXovTxt^  (Athanas.  Opp.  ed. 
Montfaucon  II.,  p.  37  sq.);  Joh.  Damascenus;  Nicephorus  Call.,  H.  E.  VI.  25.  For 
Monarchianism  we  have  a  few  passages  in  Gregorius  Thaumaturg.  The  theologians 
after  Origen  and  before  Arius  will  be  cited  under. 
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And  the  whole  was  provided  by  the  historians  with  the  same 
labeL  At  the  same  time  these  writers  went  on  drawing  in- 
ferences, until  they  have  described  forms  of  doctrine  which, 
in  this  connection,  in  all  probability  never  existed  at  all.  Accord- 
ingly, even  after  the  most  careful  examination  and  sifting  of  the 
information  handed  down,  it  is  now  unfortunately  impossible  to 
write  a  history  of  Monarchianism  from  Sabellius  to  Marcellus ;  for 
the  accounts  are  not  only  confused,  but  fragmentary  and  curt. 
It  is  quite  as  impossible  to  give  a  connected  history  of  the 
Logos  Christology  from  Origen  to  Arius  and  Athanasius,  although 
the  tradition  is  in  this  case  somewhat  fuller.  But  the  orthodox 
of  the  fourth  and  fifth  centuries  found  little  to  please  them  in  the 
Logos  doctrine  of  those  earlier  disciples  of  Origen,  and  conse- 
quently they  transmitted  a  very  insignificant  part  of  their  writings 
to  posterity.  This  much  is  certain,  however,  that  in  the  East 
the  fight  against  Monarchianism  in  the  second  half  of  the  third 
century  was  a  violent  one,  and  that  even  the  development  of 
the  Logos  Christology  (of  Origen)  was  directly  and  lastingly 
influenced  by  this  opposition.  '     The  circumstance,  that  "  Sabel- 

1  Emendations  both  to  support  and  to  refute  Sabellianism  were  proposed  in  tlie 
valued  works  of  the  past;  tire  N.  T.,  as  well  as  other  writings  belonging  to  primitive 
Christian  literature,  being  tampered  with.  Compare  Lightfoot's  excursus  on  I.  Clem.  II., 
where  Cod.  A  reads  tov  ®sov  while  C  and  S  have  roC  Xpia-rov^  the  latter  an 
emendation  opposed  to  Monarchianism  or  Monophysitism  (St.  Clement  of  Rome, 
Appendix,  p.  400  sq.).  The  old  formulas  to  «/'/zä,  tx  7:x^Vj[iciTX  tov  @sov  and 
others  came  into  disrepute  after  the  thii-d  century.  Athanasius  himself  disajiproved 
of  them  (c.  Apoll.  II.  13.  14,  I.,  p.  758),  and  in  the  Monophysite  controversy  they 
were  thoroughly  distrusted.  Thus  in  Ignatius  (ad.  Eph.  I.)  h  x'i'ixxti  ©sot/  and 
(ad.  Rom.  VI.)  tow  ttxSovi;  tov  @eov  (zov  were  corrected.  On  the  other  hand 
(II.  Clem.  IX.)  the  title  of  z-veVi^x  for  Christ  was  changed  into  ?^6yoii.  In  the  N.  T. 
there  are  not  a  few  passages  where  the  various  readings  show  a  Monarchian  or 
anti-Monarchian,  a  monophysite  or  dyophysite  leaning.  The  most  important  have 
been  discussed  by  Ezra  Abbot  in  several  essays  in  the  '•  Bibliotheca  Sacra  "  and  the 
"Unitarian  Review".  But  we  can  trace  certain  various  readings  due  to  a  Christolog- 
ical  bias  as  far  back  as  the  second  century :  thus  especially  the  famous  0  (jLcvoys-ji^i; 
vioQ  for  (icvoyev^i;  ©eJ;  John  I.  18:  on  tliis  see  Ilort.,  Two  Dissertations  I.,  on 
MONOrENHS  ©EOS  in  Scripture  and  Tradition,  1878;  Abbot  in  the  Unitarian 
Review,  June  1875.  Since  the  majority  of  the  important  various  readings  in  the 
N.  T.  belong  to  tire  second  and  third  century,  a  connected  examination  of  them 
would  be  very  important  from  the  standpoint  of  the  history  of  dogma.  For  dogmatic 
changes  in  the  western  te.xts,  the  remarkable  passage  in  Ambrosiaster  on  Rom.  V.  14 
falls  especially  to  l^e  noticed. 


Chap,  i.]  MODALISM   IN  THE  EAST  83 

lianism "  was  almost  the  only  name  by  which  Monarchianism 
was  known  in  the  East,  points,  for  the  rest,  to  schisms  having 
resulted  only  from,  or,  at  any  rate,  after  the  appearance  and 
labours  of  Sabellius  in  the  East,  therefore  at  the  earliest  since 
about  230 — 240.  So  long  as  Origen  lived  in  Alexandria  no 
schism  took  place  in  Egypt  over  the  Christological  question. ' 
Sabellius,  perhaps  by  birth  a  Lybian  from  Pentapolis, "  seems 
after  his  excommunication  to  have  remained  at  the  head  of  a 
small  community  in  Rome.  He  was  still  there,  to  all  appearance, 
when  Hippolytus  wrote  the  Philosophumena.  Nor  do  we  know 
of  his  ever  having  left  the  city, — we  are  nowhere  told  that  he 
did.  Yet  he  must  have,  at  least,  set  an  important  movement 
at  work  abroad  from  Rome  as  his  centre,  and  have  especially 
fostered  relations  with  the  East.  When,  in  Pentapolis,  about 
A.D.  260,  and  several  years  after  the  death  of  Origen,  the 
Monarchian  doctrine  took  hold  of  the  Churches  there  (Dionys.,  I.e.) 
— Churches  which,  it  is  significant,  were  to  some  extent  Latin 
in  their  culture — Sabellius  can  hardly  have  been  alive,  yet  it  was 
under  his  name  that  the  heresy  was  promoted.  ^  But  it  would 
seem  as  if  this  prominence  was  given  to  him  for  the  first  time 
about  A.D.  260.  Origen  at  least  had  not,  so  far  as  I  know,  men- 
tioned the  name  of  Sabellius  in  his  discussions  of  Monarchianism. 
These  date  from  as  early  as  A.D.  215.  At  the  time,  Origen  was 
in  Rome,  Zephyrine  being  still  Bishop.  From  the  relations  which  he 
then  entered  into  with  Hippolytus,  it  has  been  rightly  concluded 
that  he  did  not  hold  aloof  from  the  contentions  in  Rome,  and 
took  the  side  of  Hippolytus.  This  attitude  of  Origen's  may  not 
have  been  without  influence  on  his  condemnation  afterwards  in 
Rome  by  Pontian,  231  or  232.  Origen's  writings,  moreover, 
contain  many  sharp  censures  on  Bishops  who,  in  order  to  glorify 
God,    made    the    distinction    between    Father    and   Son    merely 

'  See  Dionys.  Alex,  in  Euseb.  VII.  6.  Dionysius  speaks  as  if  the  appearance 
of  Sabellian  doctrine  in  his  time  in  tlie  Pentapolis  were  something  new  and 
unheard  of. 

-•  This  information,  however,  first  appears  in  Basil,  tlien  in  Philaster,  Theodoret, 
and  Nicephorus  ;  possibly,  therefore,  it  is  due  to  the  fact  that  Sabellius'  teaching 
met  with  great  success  in  Libya  and  Pentapolis. 

■'    Athanas.  de  sententia  Dionysii  5, 
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nominal.  And  this  again  seems  to  have  been  said  not  without 
reference  to  the  state  of  matters  in  Rome.  The  theology  of 
Origen  made  him  an  especially  energetic  opponent  of  the  Modal- 
istic  form  of  doctrine;  for  although  the  new  principles  set  up 
by  him — that  the  Logos,  looking  to  the  content  of  his  nature, 
possessed  the  complete  deity,  and  that  he  from  eternity  was 
created  from  the  being  of  the  Father — approached  apparently 
a  Monarchian  mode  of  thought,  yet  they  in  fact  repelled  it  more 
energetically  then  Tertullian  and  Hippolytus  could  possibly  have 
done.  He  who  followed  the  philosophical  theology  of  Origen 
was  proof  against  all  Monarchianism.  But  it  is  important  to 
notice  that  in  all  places  where  Origen  comes  to  speak  about 
Monarchians,  he  merely  seems  to  know  their  doctrines  in  an 
extremely  simple  form,  and  without  any  speculative  embroid- 
ery. They  are  always  people  who  "  deny  that  Father  and  Son  are 
two  Hypostases"  (they  say:  h  ov  [jJ-jo-j  ov^ix,  x},7.x  zx)  -j-c- 
xsiiyJ'r.c),  who  "fuse  together"  Father  and  Son  [T-jy^ssi-j],  who 
admit  distinctions  in  God  only  in  "conception"  and  "name", 
and  not  in  "number",  etc.  Origen  considers  them  therefore  to 
be  untheological  creatures,  mere  "believers".  Accordingly,  he 
did  not  know  the  doctrine  of  Sabellius,  and  living  in  Syria  and 
Palestine  had  even  had  no  opportunity  of  learning  it. 

That  doctrine  was  undoubtedly  closely  allied,  as  Epiphanius 
has  rightly  seen  (H.  62.  i),  to  the  teaching  of  Noetus ;  it  was 
distinguished  from  the  latter,  however,  both  by  a  more  careful 
theological  elaboration,  and  by  the  place  given  to  the  Holy 
Ghost.  '  The  opinion  of  Nitzsch  and  others,  that  we  must  dis- 
tinguish between  two  stages  in  the  theology  of  Sabellius,  is  un- 
necessary, whenever  we  eliminate  the  unreliable  sources.  The 
central  proposition  of  Sabellius  ran  that  Father,  Son,  and  Holy 
Spirit  were  the  same.  Three  names  accordingly  were  attached  to 
one  and  the  same  being.  It  was  his  interest  in  monotheism  that 
influenced    Sabellius.     "What  shall  we  say,"  urge  his  followers 

1  This  appears  also  from  our  oldest  witness,  the  letter  of  Dionysius,  Eusebius 
H.  E.  VII.  6:  TTSf]  roxi  vCv  xtvviisvTOi;  h  rjj  nroAf/ZA'/o;  xij.;  nevTAToAfcu?  Jo'y/.iÄT-oi;, 
'ovToe  xa-sßovt;  kxI  ßÄt%a-(piiiJ.ic(v  TroÄ^ijv  sxovroi;  Trepi  rov  ■n'xvToapii.Topoc;  &eov  TrxTpbi; 

Xxi      TOV    KVpi'oV    {jlJ.CUV    ^lVj(70V    Xpit7rOV,    OiTTKTTtXV    TS    TTOÄÄijV    i'%OVTO?    TTSpi    TOV    (JLOVOyS- 

voüt;  TTxtSot;  xi/rov  axl  TTpooTorÖHOv  '^x<ryit;  xTio-ewQ,  tov  £va.vSp(ii7r-^<rx)/T0^  ^oyov,  xvxkt- 

flvji7/«V    hi    TOV    UyiOV    TTViVliXTO^, 
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in  Epiphanius  (ch.  2),  "have  we  one  God  or  three  Gods?"  (r/ 
hj  siTrccy.s-j,  hx  0«v  f'%c/y.fv,  i?  rpfr^  ©«-j^;);  and  Epiphanius  (ch.  3) 
raphes:  "we  do  not  propound  polytheism"  [ov  Trohvösixv  ehyr/ov- 
fzsöx).  Whether  Sabelhus  himself  used  the  comparison  between 
the  threefold  nature  of  man  and  the  sun  remains  a  question 
(one  nature,  three  energies :  ro  ^coTi^rr/Jy  light  giving,  rb  öx/.yrcy 
heat  giving,  ro  (rzyjy-'X  the  form).  ^  The  one  being  was  also 
called  by  Sabellius  vloTrxrcop,  ^  an  expression  which  was  certainly 
chosen  to  remove  any  misunderstanding,  to  make  it  impossible 
to  suppose  that  two  beings  were  in  question.  This  vioTrxrcop 
(son-father)  was  in  Sabellius  the  ultimate  designation  for  God 
Himself,  and  not,  say,  merely  for  certain  manifestations  of  a 
ßoyx::  (unit)  resting  in  the  background.  Sabelhus,  however, 
taught — according  to  Epiphanius  and  Athanasius — that  God  was 
not  at  the  same  time  Father  and  Son ;  but  that  he  had,  rather, 
put  forth  his  activity  in  three  successive  "energies";  first,  in 
the  Prosopon  (=  form  of  manifestation,  figure ;  not  =  Hypostasis) 
of  the  Father  as  Creator  and  Lawgiver;  secondly,  in  the 
Prosopon  of  the  Son  as  Redeemer,  beginning  with  the  incarna- 
tion and  ending  at  the  ascension  ;  finally,  and  up  till  the  present 
hour,  in  the  Prosopon  of  the  Spirit  as  giver  and  sustainer  of 
life.  ^  We  do  not  know  whether  Sabellius  was  able  strictly  to 
carry  out  the  idea  of  the  strict  succession  of  the  Prosopa,  so 
that    the    one    should    form    the    boundary    of  the  other.     It  is 

'     Epiph.,    1.  c. :    AoyiJ.xrt^£i  ykp  oiiToc,  y.xi  01  at'  xlrov  'ZxßsÄhixvo'i  tov  xhrov 

SivXt    TTSiTSpX,    TOV    Xi/TOV    VtÖV,    TOV    IZUTOV    sJvXl    XytOV     TVevlMX'  dit;  sJvXl  SV  (MX  VTTOTTXITSl 

rpsli;  ovoj^xa-ixi;,  ij  w;  Iv  x'^OpciiTrai  a-HiLX  Kxi  ip^^X*!  '^^'  ttvbvixx,  Kxt  elvxt  /xev  to 
aüiMX  ill;  sIttsIv  tov  TrxTspx,  i^v^iiv  Se  ok;  £}7rs7v  tov  viov,  rb  7Tvsv(j.x  he  ok;  xvipuxov^ 
oVtwi;  xxi  TO  xyiov  Trvsvizx  sv  tvj  Ssön^ri.  "H  cLi;  hxv  yi  iv  vj^tca  '6vti  (jlIv  sv  (jlix 
inzoTTXfTii,  rptlt;  Vi  'exovTi  rxc,  svspysixi  x.r.K.  Method.  Conviv.  VIII.  lo(ed.Jahu, 
p.  37):  ZxßsÄ^,tot;  Key  SI  tov  TrxvrOKpxTcpx  TrsTrovSevxi. 

"    Athanas.,  de  syuod.   16:  Hilar.,  de  trin.  IV.   12. 

"*  Epiph.  H.  62,  c.  I  :  JJsjj.'^Ssvtx  tov  viov  axipSt  -Kori,  ua-TTsp  xktIvx  kxi  Ipyx- 
axfj-evov  tx  tzxvtx  ev  tm  y.6(7iJ.w  tx  tvic;  oi>covo[u,ixi;  tJ);  evxyysMy.vii;  xxi  (rooTvipix^ 
TÜV  xv^puTüiv,  xvxÄi^ip5evTx  $e  xiiöii;  sii;  ohpxvov,  ut;  vtto  vjKiov  7reiJ.<:^ie1<rxv  xktIvx, 
ax)  TsxKiv  elc,  rbv  iJÄiov  xvxSpxjjLova-xv,  To  ds  xyiov  'TTveüfix  Trei-iTrea-Sx!  sii;  tov  koo-imov, 
y.xi  y.x!^e%viz  y.xt  y.x$^  ey.xa-Tx  sit;  exxa-Tov  twv  KXTxtioviievuv  k.t.K.  C.  3  Epiphanius 
says:    Oux  0  vioi;  ixvTOv  eysvv/i^ev,  ovSs  6  TrxTvjp  iMBTxßeßKt^Txi  xtto  tov  "ttxt^p" 

TOV  eivxi  "t//o'5"  K.T.K.  .  .  .  TTXTijp  XSl  TTXTIJp,  Kx)  OVK  VjV  y.XipOt;  OTB  OVK  ^V  7:XTV\p 
■TTXTVlp. 
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possible,  indeed  it  is  not  improbable,  that  he  could  not  fail  to 
recognise  in  nature  a  continuous  energy  of  God  as  Father.  '  It 
is  self-evident  that  the  Sabellians  would  approve  of  the  Catholic 
Canon;  that  they  did,  is  confirmed  by  Epiphanius.  They  are 
said  to  have  appealed  especially  to  passages  like  Deut,  VI.  4, 
Exod.  XX.  3,  Isa.  XLIV.  6  and  John  X.  38.  -  But  Epiphanius 
remarks  besides  that  the  Sabellians  derived  their  whole  heresy 
and  its  strength  from  certain  Apocrypha,  especially  the  so-called 
Gospel  of  the  Egyptians. '  This  note  is  instructive ;  for  it  not 
only  recalls  to  our  recollection  a  lost  literature  of  the  second 
century,  especially  the  Gospel  of  the  Egyptians,  ^  but  it  also 
shows  that  the  use  of  an  uncanonical  Gospel  had  long  continued 
among  Catholics  in  the  Pentapolis,  or  at  any  rate  in  Egypt.' 
Finally,  it  confirms  the  view  that  the  Christology  of  Sabellius 
cannot  have  been  essentially  different  from  the  older,  the  so- 
called  Patripassian  doctrine.  It  is  distinguished  from  the  latter 
neither  by  the  assumption  of  a  transcendental  Monas  resting 
behind  the  Prosopa,  nor  by  the  introduction  of  the  category  of 
the  Logos — which  was  made  use  of  by  CalHstus,  but  not  by 
Sabellius ;  nor  by  a  speculative  theory,  borrowed  from  the  Stoa, 
of  the  Deity,  self-contained,  and  again  unfolding  itself;  nor, 
finally,  by  a  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  constructed  in  any  fashion 
or  by  the  expression  'j'io~XT:;:p,  which,  as  used  by  Sabellius,  simply 
affirmed  the  single  personality  of  God.  As  to  the  doctrine  of 
the  Trinity,  a  triad  was  distinctly  out  of  the  question  in  Sabel- 
lius. The  only  noteworthy  and  real  differences  are  found  in 
these  three  points;  first,  in  the  attempt  to  demonstrate  the  suc- 
cession   of   the    Prosopa;    secondly,    as  observed  above,  in  the 

1    See  Zahn,  Marcell.,  p.  213. 

"    Epiph.,  1.  c,  c.  2. 

•*  L.  c:  Ti)v  hi  TTXO'Xv  xvTöSv  Tr^x'^yfv  y.xi  tJjv  ri)?  ttAävs}?  xiitmv  hv-jxiMiv'sxiv^iv 
£?  ^A7ro>cpö<^ci}v  TIVÜV,  fixMiTTX  XTTO  Tov  KXÄov(iivov  Ah/VTrriov  siixyysfu'ov,  w  tivsq 
TO  'Svonx  STTsievTO  rovTO.  'Ev  xiitc!)  y^p  ttoä^x  toixVtx  w$  ev  Trxpxßva-Tia  fj.v(7T-^- 
piiaSü}^  SK  xpocTMTtov  TOV  (7Mrvipo(i  xvx<^ip£Txt,  ui;  xl/Tov  Sii?iOvvTOi;  roli  //äÖs^t-äT;  tov 
xuTOv  ehxt  TTXTspx,  TOV  xiiTOV  slvxi  vi6v,  TOV  xliTOv  slvxi  xyiov  Trvsviix. 

■1  In  the  2nd  Ep.  of  Clement  wliere  it  is  frequently  used,  though  this  is  disputed 
by  some,  Modalistic  formulas  occur. 

5  Clemens  Alex,  knew  it;  see  Hilgenfeld,  Nov.  Testam.  extra  can.  recept.,  2  ed., 
fasc.  4,  p.  42  sq. 
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reference  to  the  Holy  Spirit;  thirdly,  in  formally  placing  the 
Father  on  a  parallel  line  with  the  two  other  Prosopa.  The 
attempt  mentioned  above  may  be  regarded  as  a  return  to  the 
strict  form  of  Modalism,  which  it  was  possible  to  hold  was  im- 
pugned by  formulas  like  the  conipassus  est  pater  filio  (the  Father 
suffered  in  sympathy  with  the  Son).  In  the  reference  to  the 
Holy  Spirit,  Sabellius  simply  followed  the  new  theology,  which 
was  beginning  to  take  the  Spirit  more  thoroughly  into  account. 
Most  important  is  the  third  point  mentioned.  For  in  ranging 
the  Prosopon  and  energy  of  the  Father  in  a  series  with  the 
two  others,  not  only  was  cosmology  introduced  into  the  Modal- 
istic  doctrine  as  a  parallel  to  soteriology,  but  the  preeminence 
of  the  Father  over  the  other  Prosopa  was  departed  from  in 
principle,  and  thus,  in  a  curious  fashion,  the  way  was  prepared 
for  the  Athanasian,  and  still  more  for  the  Western  and  August- 
inian  Christology.  Here,  undoubtedly,  we  have  the  decisive 
advance  marked  by  Sabellianism  within  Monarchianism.  It  led 
up  to  the  exclusive  o(j,co-j7ioq  (consubstantial) ;  for  it  is  probable 
that  Sabellians  employed  this  expression.^  They  could  apply  it 
with  perfect  right.  Further,  while  up  to  this  time  no  evident 
bond  had  connected  cosmology  and  soteriology  within  Modalistic 
theology,  Sabellius  now  made  the  histories  of  the  world  and 
salvation  into  a  history  of  the  God  who  revealed  himself  in 
them.  In  other  words,  this  Monarchianism  became  commensurate 
in  form  with  that  theology  which  employed  the  conception  of 
the  Logos,  and  this  fact  may  have  constituted  by  no  means  the  least 
part  of  the  attractiveness  which  Sabellianism  proved  itself  to 
possess  in  no  small  degree  up  to  the  beginning  of  the  fourth 
century  and  even  later.  -  However,  it  is  not  to  be  concealed 
that  the  teaching  of  Sabellius  relative  to  the  Prosopon  of  the 
Father  is  particularly  obscure.  The  sentence  attributed  to  him 
by   Athanasius, '^   "as  there  are  diversities  of  spiritual  gifts,  but 

'    See  above,  p.  45. 

-  There  were  still  Sabellians  in  Neo-Cassarea  in  the  time  of  Basiliusj  Epiphanius 
knows  of  them  only  in  Mesopotamia  (H.  62  c.  i).  The  author  of  the  Acta  Arche- 
lai  (c.  37)  also  became  acquainted  with  them  there;  he  treats  them  like  Valentinians, 
Älarcionites,  and  followers  of  Tatian  as  heretics. 

^  Orat.  c.  Arian  IV.  25  :  ua-Trep  Statpeasii;  ;%;Äp/9-/.t«TWv  sliri,  to  Ss  xIto  7rv£vix.x, 
oi/TW  xxi  6  ttxtHip  6  xutöq  (J,iv  Itrri,  TTAxrvvirxt  Ss  siq  viov  kxi  TTveCfix. 
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the  same  spirit,  so  also  the  Father  is  the  same,  but  unfolds 
himself  in  Son  and  Spirit" — seems  at  the  first  glance  to  con- 
tradict the  details  given  above.  Yet  the  different  gifts  are 
certainly  the  Spirit  himself,  which  so  unfolds  himself  in  them 
that  he  does  not  remain  an  element  behind  them,  but  is  complete- 
ly merged  in  them.  In  the  same  way  the  Father  unfolds  him- 
self in  the  Prosopa.  The  witnesses  to  the  succession  of  the 
Prosopa  in  Sabellius  are  too  strong  to  allow  us  to  infer  from  this 
passage  that  the  Father  still  remained  Father  after  the  unfolding 
{TrÄiZTVTfy.o:)  in  the  Son.  But  this  passage  shows  that  philosoph- 
ical speculations  could  readily  attach  themselves  to  the  simple 
theory  of  Sabellius.  Marcellus  rejected  his  doctrine  which  he 
knew  accurately.  What  he  missed  in  it  was  the  recognition  of 
the  Logos ;  therefore  the  idea  of  God  had  also  not  been  correctly 
apprehended  by  him.  '  But  the  form  given  to  Monarchianism 
by  Marcellus "  won  kw  friends  for  that  type  of  doctrine.  Alex- 
andrian theologians,  or  Western  scholars  who  came  to  their 
assistance,  had  already  perfected  the  combination  of  Origen's 
doctrine  of  the  Logos  with  the  Monarchian  'Of^ooviriog ;  in  other 
words,  they  had  turned  the  category  used  by  Origen  against 
the  Äoyog  ztI(T(/.oi,  conception  (the  Logos-created)  of  Origen  him- 
self. The  saving  formula,  "the  Logos  of  the  same  substance, 
not  made  "  {yJ'/oc  ofy.oov7ioc  ov  Tror/iOsic),  was  already  uttered,  and, 
suspiciously  like  Monarchianism  as  it  sounded  at  first,  became 
for  that  very  reason  the  means  of  making  Monarchianism  super- 
fluous in  the  Church,  and  of  putting  an  end  to  it.  ^ 

But  that  only  happened  after  great  fights.  One  of  these 
we  know,  the  controversy  of  the  two  Dionysii,  a  prelude  to 
the  Arian  conflict,  ■*  In  the  Pentapolis  the  Sabellian  doctrine 
had,  soon  after  the  death  of  Origen,  won  a  great  following  even 

1     Euseb.  c.  Marcell..  p.  76  sq. 

-    See  on  this  Volume  IV. 

3  Sabellius  seems  to  have  been  held  a  heretic  all  over  the  West  about  A.D.  300; 
see  the  Acta  Archelai,  Methodius  etc. 

•*  Hagemann,  I.e.,  p.  411  fif.  ;  Dittrich,  Dion.  d.  Gr.  1867;  Förster,  in  the  Ztschr. 
f.  d.  hist.  Theol.,  1871,  p.  42  fif. ;  Routh,  Reliq.  S.  III.,  pp.  373 — 403.  The  main 
source  is  Athanasius  de  sentent,  Dionysii,  a  defence  of  the  Bishop,  due  to  the  appeal 
of  the  Arians  to  him  j  see  also  Basilius  de  spiritu,  p.  29;  Äthan,  de  synod.  43 — 45. 
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among  the  Bishops,  "so  that  the  Son  of  God  was  no  longer 
preached."  Dionysius  of  Alexandria,  therefore,  composed  various 
letters  in  which  he  tried  to  recall  those  who  had  been  misled, 
and  to  refute  Sabellianism.  '  In  one  of  these,  directed  to  Euphra- 
nor  and  Ammonius,  he  gave  an  extreme  exposition  of  Origen's 
doctrine  of  the  subordination  of  the  Son.  This  letter  seemed 
very  questionable  to  some  Christians — probably  in  Alexandria, 
perhaps  in  Pentapolis.  They  lodged  a  complaint,  soon  after 
A.D.  260,  against  the  Alexandrian  Bishop  with  Dionysius  in 
Rome. '  The  latter  assembled  a  synod  at  Rome,  which  dis- 
approved of  the  expressions  used  by  the  Alexandrian,  and  him- 
self despatched  to  Alexandria  a  didactic  letter  against  the  Sabel- 
lians  and  their  opponents,  who  inclined  to  subordinationism.  In 
this  letter  the  Bishop  so  far  spared  his  colleague  as  not  to 
mention  his  name ;  but  he  sent  him  a  letter  privately,  calling  for 
explanations.  The  Alexandrian  Bishop  sought  to  justify  himself 
in  a  long  document  in  four  books  [eKs'yxoq  zx)  ^TroXoylx),  maintained 
that  his  accusers  had  wickedly  torn  sentences  from  their  context, 
and  gave  explanations  which  seem  to  have  satisfied  the  Roman 
Bishop,  and  which  Athanasius  at  any  rate  admitted  to  be  thor- 
oughly orthodox.  But  the  letter  of  the  Roman  Bishop  appears 
to  have  had  no  immediate  influence  on  the  further  development  in 
Alexandria  (see  under) ;  the  universal  collapse  of  the  Empire  in 
the    following    decades    permitted   the    Alexandrian  theologians 

•  Euseb.,  H.  E.  VII.  26.  I  :  "Et<  rxtjrxit;  rev  Aiovua-icu  Cpspovrset  Kxi  xKKxt 
7r?^£tov(;  sTTKi-TO^cti,  ctiUTTSp  xi  Kxrk  'Exßs^Aiou  Trpbi  "Aiu.(zuvsc  ri^i;  koctx  BepsviK-ziv  sk- 
KÄyfO-ixt;  sTr/a-KOTTC-j,  y.xi  vi  Tpdi;  Te?isa-<popov  kxi  vj  vpo^  'Eucppxvopx,  kx)  7r«/<v  "A(Ji.i-i.ctivx 
Kxi  Ei/Vopov.  TvvTXTTSt  Si  TTspt  Ti^i;  xvTi^i;  vTToSsa-süii;  x,xl  äAAiS!  ri(T<7xpx  ffvyypxfj.- 
[ZXTX,  X  rii  y.XTX  'Paiizviv  6 [j.ca'ji/ (zta  Aiovvtricc  7rpo<Tif/Wv£7.  Dionysius  had  already 
called  the  attention  of  Sixtus  II.,  the  predecessor  of  the  Roman  Dionysius,  to  the 
revolt  in  the  Pentapolis. 

-  Hagemann  maintains  that  they  first  turned  to  the  Alexandrian  Bishop  himself, 
and  that  he  wrote  an  explanatory  letter,  which,  however,  did  not  satisfy  them ; 
but  this  cannot  be  pi-oved  (Athanasius  de  sentent.  Dion.  13  is  against  it).  The 
standpoint  of  the  accusers  appears  from  their  appeal  to  tlie  Roman  Bishop,  from 
the  fact  that  he  made  their  cause  his  own,  and  from  the  testimony  of  Athanasius. 
who  describes  them  as  orthodox  Churchmen  (de  sentent.  Dion.  13)  — they  were 
orthodox  in  the  Roman  sense.  It  is  entirely  wrong,  with  Dorner  (Entwickelungs- 
gesch.  I.,  p.  748  f.)  and  Baur  (Lehre  v.  d.  Dreieinigkeit  I.,  p.  313),  to  identify 
the  accusers  with  those  heretics,  who,  according  to  Dionysius'  letter,  taught  there 
were    three   Gods;  for  the  heretics  meant  were  rather  the  Alexandrian  theologians. 
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to    continue    their    speculations,  without  needing  to  fear  further 
immediate  reproofs  from  Roman  Bishops. 

Two  facts  give  a  special  interest  to  the  controversy  of  the 
Dionysii.  First,  in  spite  of  the  acceptance  of  the  sacred  Triad, 
the  Romans  adhered  simply,  without  any  speculative  harmon- 
ising, to  the  unity  of  the  Deity,  and  decided  th^it  Origen's 
doctrine  of  subordination  was  Tritheism.  Secondly,  no  scruple 
was  felt  at  Alexandria  in  carrying  out  the  subordination  of  the 
Son  to  the  Father  until  it  involved  separation,  though  it  was 
well  known  that  such  a  view  was  supported,  not  by  the  tradition 
of  the  Church,  but  by  philosophy  alone.  The  accusers  of  the 
Alexandrian  Dionysius  charged  him  with  separating  Father  and 
Son ;  ^  denying  the  eternal  existence  of  the  Son ;  ■  naming  the 
Father  without  the  Son  and  vice  versa ;  ^  omitting  to  use  the 
world  ofJiooviTiog ;  ■*  and  finally,  with  regarding  the  Son  as  a  crea- 
ture, related  to  the  Father  as  the  vine  to  the  gardener,  or  the 
boat  to  the  shipbuilder.  '"  In  these  censures,  which  were  not 
inaccurate,  it  is  obvious  that  Dionysius,  continuing  the  Neo- 
platonic  speculations  of  his  teacher,  conceived  the  >.öyc;  as 
portio  and  derivatio  of  the  ij.o'jy.:^  thus,  in  order  to  meet  Sabel- 
lianism,  actually  dividing  him  from  the  deity.  Dionysius  sought 
to  excuse  himself  in  his  h.syyj:;  (Refutation),  and  emphasised 
exclusively  the  other  side  of  Origen's  doctrine,  at  the  same  time 

'     De  sententia  lo.   i6. 

"    De  sententia  14  :  ohy.  xii  iiv  6  0£o?  x^xv^p,  cuk  xs)  ijv  6  v'loc.  xhK  6  (/.ev  ©sot; 
yfv    ;^wp<?    rov  ^oyov,  xi/roQ  Si  6   vlbt;  ouk  vjv  Trpiv  ysvi^fl^,  iAA'  ?jv  TTori  ots  oIik  v;v,   ' 
oh  yxp  xi'Sioi;  strriv,  xKK'  vaTSpov  iivr/iyovev. 

^  De  sententia  16:  Trxrspx  Äeyaiv  Aiovvtrioi;  ola  cvoiix'^ei  rov  vtov.ax'i  ttxKiv  vliv 
?Jyuv  ovK  ovoiix^si  rov  Trxrspx,  xKKx  Sixipsl  xxi  i-tXKpvvei  xxi  [/.spl^st  rov  vibv  xtto 
rov  Txrpoc. 

■'  L.  c.  18  :  7rpO(7<pspov(7iv  eyx^yii4.x  xxr^  i(iOv  -^evooc  'ov  w?  ol  ?Jyovroi  rov  Xpitr- 
rbv  oiioovtriov  slvxt  rci  Oeoj. 

5  L.  c.  18  :  TTAJjy  eyia  ye-y^rx  nvx — says  Dion.  Alex. — kx)  'zoiv^rx  rtvx  <p'^<rx(; 
vo£7<rSxi,  rcav  fzev  roiovraiv  w;  xxp^'orspciiv  si  s'TTtSpoiJ.vic;  bIttov  7rxpxSsiyiJ.xrx,  hxet 
fiviTS  TO  (^tirov  scpyjv  {rb  avrb  ehxi)  rci  ysupyui,  (/.vire  rSs  vxinrviyiö  rb  a-xx^pa;- — 
"Ev«  TMv  yBvvjrSüv  elvxi — say  the  opponents  of  Dion. — rbv  vibv  xxi  (/.ii  ciioova-iov  rut 
vxrpt.  The  passage  in  the  letter  to  Euphranor  ran  (c.  4):  To/yii-ix  xxi  yevvjrbv  sivxi 
rbv  vibv  rov  &sov^  I^^t^  ^£  c^virst  'iSiov^  «AAä  ^svov  xxr''  ovrrixv  xlrbv  ehxi  rov 
TTxrpöi,  wa-7rep  etrriv  6  yeupyb^  Tpbt;  ri]v  xfiTTs^xCv  xxi  6  vxvTrviybi;  Trpbi;  rb  a-xxi^poq. 
xxi  yxp  UQ  7roivi(j.x  wv  ovx  v^v  Trpiv  yevyjrxi. 


Chap,  i.]  MODALISM   IN  THE  EAST  9 1 

admitting  that  in  his  incriminated  writing  he  had  incidentally 
employed  somewhat  unsuitable  similes.  Now  he  said  that  the 
Father  had  always  been  Father,  and  that  Christ  had  always 
existed  as  the  Logos  and  wisdom  and  power  of  God;  that  the 
Son  had  his  being  from  the  Father,  and  that  he  was  related 
to  the  Father  as  the  rays  are  to  the  light.  '  He  explained  that 
while  he  had  not  used  the  word  oy.oo'J7ioc,  because  it  did  not 
occur  in  Holy  Scripture,  figures  were  to  be  found  in  his  earlier 
writings  which  corresponded  to  it;  thus  the  figure  of  parents 
and  children,  of  seed  or  root  and  plant,  and  of  source  and 
stream. '  The  Father  was  the  source  of  all  good,  the  Son  the 
outflow ;  the  Father  the  mind  (v^Dr),  the  Son  the  word  [?Jyo:) — 
reminding  us  very  forcibly  of  Neoplatonism — or  the  emanating 
mind  (vcD^  TrpoTT'/i^^cv),  while  the  voü:;  itself  remains  "  and  is  what 
it  was"  [y.x)  sttiv  oJos  '/,•/).  "But  being  sent  he  flew  forth  and 
is  borne  everywhere,  and  thus  each  is  in  each,  the  one  being 
of  the  other,  and  they  are  one.  being  two "'  fO  Ve  s^sttt-/} 
7rpo7r£f/,^h)g  zx)  (pspsnzi  -irx'jrxxoxj  y.xi  o-jtcc:;  icrh  hzxrepoq  h 
szxrspcp  trspoi  cc'j  ÖXTspcv,  xx)  h  sIti'j,  c'jrsq  ^v6).  ^  But  he  now 
went  further:  any  separation  between  Father  and  Son  was  to 
be  repudiated.  *'I  say  Father,  and  before  I  add  the  Son,  I 
have  already  included  and  designated  him  in  the  Father."  The 
same  holds  true  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  Their  very  names  always 
bind  all  three  together  inseparably.  "  How  then  do  I  who  use 
these  names  think  that  these  are  divided  and  entirely  separated 
from  each  other?  [ttx:  o-xj  0  tovtoi^  xpüiJiS'jo::  rcTg  0'>0fzx7}  f/,e[Z£p- 
ij^ai  rxjTX  zx)  xCpj:pi7^xi  7:x,-jre}.^z  iAAjfAwv  oloyLXi'^.'^  In  these 
words  the  retreat  was  sounded;  for  what  the  Roman  Bishop 
rejected,    but    Alexandrian   theology    never   ventured   wholly  to 

'    L.  c.  15.     • 
-   L.  c.  18. 

•*  L.  c.  23.  The  expositions  of  i/oi/5  and  Koyoc,  wliicli  were  found  botli  in  the 
2  and  4  books  of  Dionysius  quite  remind  us  of  Porphyry:  y.oä  ea-Tiv  6  [/.h  oiov 
TTxriip  6  vov^  Tov  ÄÖyov,  wv  s<p''  ixvroV,  0  Se  KxixTrsp  vidi;  6  ÄÖyoQ  rov  vov.  Trpb 
SKSivov  (ilv  ciSvvciTOv,  «AA'  oi/Si  'i^aiSsv  ttoSsv,  aiiv  sksivcü  ysvöiMsvoq,  (SAäs-tj^o-«?  ^l 
«t'  xhrov.  oZro}^  6  TrxTijp  6  //ey/o-xoc  nxi  KxiÖÄov  voVi;  TTpcÜTOv  tov  viov  ÄÖycv  ipi/,-/tvsix 
xxi  xyyeÄov  sxvtoV  'ix^'- 

*    L.  c.  17. 
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discard,  was  the  "dividing"  ([/.spT^e^O^.i).  ^  The  reservation  hes 
in  the  word  "entirely"  {7ry.yT£^.ccg).  Dionysius  added  in  con- 
chision :  "Thus  we  unfold  the  unit  into  the  triad  without 
dividing  it,  and  we  sum  up  the  triad  again  into  the  unit  with- 
out diminishing  it,"  [ojtcc  fyJy  y/fz-sT::  si:  ts  tvjv  rpiJt^x  Ty,'j  y.c-jxhx 
TrKoiT'JvoiJ^sv  ixhixlpsToy,  zx)  r'/,y  rpix'^x  7rx?.iy  a.[/.£l:cTcy  slg  rvju  fjio- 
vx^x  (jvyzsCpxJ.xiO'JiJ^söx).  In  this  he  has  accommodated  himself 
to  a  mode  of  looking  at  things  which  he  could  only  allege  to 
be  his  own  under  a  mental  reservation,  as  in  the  case  of  the 
qualification  "entirely"  {7rx,-jT£?,x:).  For  the  terms  Trhxrvvsrj  and 
fT-jyy.s^xJ.xiov^öxi  were  not  those  current  in  the  school  of  Origen, 
and  admit  of  a  different  interpretation.  Finally,  Dionysius  denied 
the  charge  of  the  "sycophants"  that  he  made  the  Father  the 
Creator  of  Christ.  ^ 

The  letter  of  Dionysius  of  Rome  falls  midway  between  these 
two  manifestoes,  which  are  so  different,  of  the  Alexandrian  Bishop. 
We    have   to   regret  very  deeply  that  Athanasius  has  only  pre-  i 
served  one,  though  a  comprehensive,  fragment  of  this  document. ' 
It    is    extremely    characteristic    of  the    Roman   Bishop,  to  begin 
with,    that  it  seeks  to  settle  the  sound  doctrine  by  representing  { 
it   as   the   just    mean    between    the    false  unitarian  or  SabeUian,  | 
and  the  false  trinitarian  or  Alexandrian  doctrine.  ^     The  second  i 

1  We  see  from  the  passages  quoted  by  Basilius  that  Dionysius  adhered  to  tlie  j 
expression  "rpsTi;  t/Too-Tio-f/?,"  but  discarded  the  '■^  [/.spia-i^svat;  shxiy  while  his  j 
accusers  must  have  attacked  the  former  expression  also :  E;  rw  Tpf7?  elvxt  zxi;  \ 
vTtxa-Txa-stc,  iiSiJ.spi(Tix.svxQ  slvxi  Äsyova-i,  Tps7i;  sia-i,  Koiv  (j.ij  6sÄu<riv  yj  rifv  6sixv  rpi-  ! 
«J«  TasyTeAw;  xveKsTuarxv.  This  accordingly  is  to  be  translated  :  "  if  they  maintaiil  j 
that  a  separation  is  necessarily  involved  in  the  expression  '  three  Hypostases,'  yet ; 
there  are  three — whether  they  admit  it  or  no — or  they  must  completely  destroy  the  \ 
divine  triad."  ' 

-    L  c.   20,  21.  It  is  very  noteworthy,  that  Dionysius  has  not  even  brought  him-  ; 
self   to    use  the  expression  6iJ.ooii(not;  in  his  sÄsyxoi-     If  he  had  Athanasius  would; 
have    given    it    in   his  extracts.     For  the  rest,  the  attempt  of  Athanasius  to  explain  . 
away  the  doubtful  utterances  of  Dionysius,  by  referring  them  to  the  human  nature 
of  Christ,  is  a  makeshift  born  of  perplexity. 

3    De  decret.  synod.  Nie.  26  (see  besides  de  sentent.  Dion.   13). 

•*  The  attack  on  the  latter  has  alone  been  preserved  by  Athanasius  along  with 
the  concluding  argument;  it  is  thus  introduced:  "Or;  5e  oh  tto'iviij.x  ouSi  xt;V/!/«  6 
Tov  @sov  ^oyoi;^  «AA'  'tStov  ri)?  tov  TrxrpoQ  ouirixQ  'ysvvyjiu.x  x^txlperöv  sa-riv,  w$J 
'sypx^l/sv  VI  (zsyccÄti  a-vvoSoi;^  i§ov  xxt  6  tj^i;  'Voiimvjc,  ex/o-xoto?  Aiovva-toi;  ypx^uv  kxtx 
Tcäv  Tx    ToO  SxßeÄÄiou  ■:ppo'JOuvTMv^  u-x^'^^'x^si  KXTX  TMv  TxvTx  TOÄIZMVTCÜV  hiysiv. 

KXt    ^Vi(TiV    OVTOOC,. 
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characteristic  of  the  letter  is  that  it  regards  the  Alexandrian 
doctrine  as  teaching  that  there  are  three  Gods,  and  draws  a  parallel 
between  it  and  the  Three  principles  of  the  Marcionites.  Tliis 
proves  that  the  Roman  Bishop  did  not  tj'otible  himself  zvith  the 
spcadation  of  the  Alexandrians,  and  simply  cojifined  himself  to 
the  result — as  he  conceived  it — of  three  separate  Hypostases.  * 
Finally — and  this  is  the  third  characteristic  feature — the  letter 
shows  that  Dionysius  had  nothing  positive  to  say,  further 
than  that  it  was  necessary  to  adhere  to  the  ancient  Creed, 
definitely  interpreting  it  to  mean  that  the  three,  Father,  Son, 
and  Spirit,  were  equally  one.  Absolutely  no  attempt  is  made 
to    cxplaiji    or    to  prove  this  paradox. "     But  here  undoubtedly 

•  'E|>5?  5'  av  siKOTMq  ^syaif/.!  y.aci  Trpoij  roi/i;  Sixipovvroci;  y.x)  HceTXTSixvcvrcxi  y.oci 
tz-JXtpovvTx:;  to  tJ-efx-jjrxTCv  xvipvyfix  rij?  SKxÄyia-ixt;  tov  @sov,  tsjv  (/.ovxpx'xv — thus 
begins  tlie  fragment  communicated  by  Athanasius, — eJ?  rpe7?  SvvxfzsK;  nvx^  nxi 
(j.BtJ.spia'iJ.e-jxz  v7ro<TTXirei(;  y.x)  isoTt^TXt;  rpsTi;-  TrsTrviTf^xt  yxp  slvxiTr^x^Twv  TTxp^  vfjuv 
y.xrvjXOii'iTiiov  xxi  SiSxa-xovTCtiV  tov  Öe/ov  Xoyov,  TXVT>fg  v^^iyyiTxi;  rij?  (ppov^a-sciJi;'  oV" 
Kxrx  Sixi/,STpc-j,  w?  'sTTOi;  si7rs7v,  xvrixsivTXt  rjj  "ZxßsKKiov  yvai[xyj-  6  (xsv  yxp 
ßÄx/T:p*llJ.s7,    xuTOv    TOV    vibv    sivxt    f^eyiav  tov  TrxTspx,  xxi  e/zxäA/v   01  Ss  rpsX;  Ssoiit; 

TpOXQV      TIVX       avtpVTTOVjlV,       Sti;       Tpsl^      VTTOa-TXffSlQ      tSVXQ     «AAjJAWV,      TTXVTXXXa-l      KE- 

X(apti7(isvxi,  SixipovvTit;  t^v  xyixv  izovxSx.  ijvüa-öxt  yxp  xvxy>c*i  t«  ©eSj  tuv  o^uv 
Tcv  äs7ov  ^6yov,  s(j.!pt?'.ox<^fs7v  ^s  tSj  ©soj  kx)  svSixtTxa-öxi  Se7  to  xyiov  Tvevfix,  i^Jij 
y.x)    Tjjv  Oeixv  TpixSx  sit;  svx,  oia-Trep  sii;  Kopv(pi^v  Ttvx  {tov  @sov  tüv  oAwv  tov  ttxv- 

TOxpxTopx  Ksyu})  (!-vyy.sCpxÄxiov<7ßxiTS  axl  (rvvxystrdxi  ttxo'x  xvxyx)^.  MxpKiiavoc;  yxp  tov 
IzxTxio^povot;    S(5xyi/.x    eii;  Tps7i;  xpxxi  T^i  i^ovxpx'xg  Toni^v  ax)  ^txtpziytv  (atopi^si), 

TTxiSsVIXX    'OV    ^Ixßohiy.ÖV,    OVXt    ^S    TÜV    'ÖVTüJli    (J-xd^^TCOV    TOV    XpttTTOV  .  .  .    OVTOt    yxp    Tpi- 

xSx  (Aev  Ki^pvTTOiiiv^v  vTTo  Tv\i;  Dsixi;  ypx(^vii  a-x^ooq  STTiqTxvTxt,  Tpe7$  Se  öeovQ  ovts 
^xKxixv  ovT£  Kxivijv  hix^vjKi^v  KvipvTTova-xv  According  to  Dionysius,  then,  some 
Alexandrian  teachers  taught  '■'TpoTrov  t/v«" — this  is  the  only  limitation — a  form  of 
Tritheism.  The  whole  effort  of  the  Bishop  was  to  prevent  this.  We  recognise  here 
the  old  Roman  interest  in  the  unity  of  God,  as  represented  by  Victor,  Zephyrine, 
and  Callistus,  but  Dionysius  may  also  have  remembered,  that  his  predecessors, 
Pontian  and  Fabian,  assented  to  the  condemnation  of  Origen.  Should  we  not 
connect  the  angry  reproach,  levelled  at  the  Alexandrian  teachers,  that  they  were 
Tritheists,  with  the  charge  made  by  Callistus  against  Hippolytus,  that  he  was  a 
Ditheist;  and  may  we  not  perhaps  conclude  that  Origen  himself  was  also  accused 
of  Tritheism  in  Rome? 

-  The  positive  conclusion  runs:  Oi/V  ovv  KXTX[x.spi'i^Biv  X9^  eli;  rpe7i;  QsoTijTxi;  Tijv 
(ixviJ.x<TTiiv  xxi  Ssixv  ficvxSx,  ovTS  TroDjo-st  y.uiXvsiv  TO  xticofix  xxi  TO  VTTipßu.KKOV 
Hsysöoi  TOV  Kvpiov  xXhx  TTSTrnTTevKevxi  sit;  <Beov  vxTspx  TrxvTOxpxTopx  kxi  siQXpi^- 

TOV      'I'^(70t/1/     TOV     VtOV    XVTOV    XXt    fj?    TO    xyiOV    TTveCf^X,    ilVüJa-öxt    Se    Tlji    ®£ci    TcSv    oAwv 

TOV  ÄÖyov  syu  yxp,  (pi^a-i.  hxi  6  vxTvip  sv  ki7[zev.  nxi  syu  sv  tSi  xxTpt  kxi  6  ttxtvip  sv 
e(ioi — these  are  the  old  Monarchian  proof-texts — ovTca  yxp  xv  kxi  vi  6six  Tpixt; 
y.xt    TO    xyiov    Kvipvyixx    Tvit;  iJ.ovxpx'xi;  Sixtm^oito.     We  see  that  Dionysius  simply 
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lies  the  strength  of  the  Roman  Bishop's  position.  When  we 
compare  his  letter  with  that  of  Leo  I.  to  Flavian  and  Agatho's 
to  the  Emperor,  we  are  astonished  at  the  close  affinity  of  these 
Roman  manifestoes.  In  form  they  are  absolutely  identical.  The 
three  Popes  did  not  trouble  themselves  about  proofs  or  argu- 
ments, but  fixed  their  attention  solely  on  the  consequences,  or 
what  seemed  to  them  consequences,  of  disputed  doctrines. 
Starting  with  these  deductions  they  refuted  doctrines  of  the 
right  and  left,  and  simply  fixed  a  middle  theory,  which  existed 
merely  in  words,  for  it  was  self-contradictory.  This  they  grounded 
formally  on  their  ancient  Creed  without  even  attempting  to  argue 
out  the  connection :  one  God — Father,  Son  and  Spirit ;  one 
Person— perfect  God  and  perfect  man;  one  Person — two  wills. 
Their  contentment  with  establishing  a  middle  line,  which  possessed 
the  attribute  of  that  known  in  mathematics,  is,  however,  a  proof 
that  they  had  not  a  positive,  but  merely  a  negative,  religious 
interest  in  these  speculations.  Otherwise  they  would  not  have 
been  satisfied  with  a  definition  it  was  impossible  to  grasp ;  for 
no  religion  lives  in  conceptions  which  cannot  be  represented 
and  realised.  Their  religious  interest  centred  in  the  God  Jesus, 
who  had  assumed  the  substantia  Juiniana. 

The  letter  of  the  Roman  Bishop  produced  only  a  passing 
impression  in  Alexandria.  Its  adoption  would  have  meant  the 
repudiation  of  science.  A  few  years  afterwards  the  great  Synod 
of  Antioch  expressly  rejected  the  term  by.oo-j7io:  (consubstantial) 

places  the  "lioly  preaching  of  the  Monarchy"  and  tlie  '•  Divine  Triad"'  side  by 
side:  "stat  pro  ratione  voUintas."  Between  this  conclusion  and  the  commencement 
of  the  fragment  preserved  by  Athanasius  given  in  the  preceding  note,  we  have  a 
detailed  attack  on  those  who  hold  the  Son  to  be  a  ttoivijj.x  like  other  creatures, 
"■  while  the  Holy  Scriptures  witness  to  his  having  an  appropriate  birth,  but  not  to 
his  being  formed  and  created  in  some  way."  The  attack  on  the  viv  ore  ovx  vjv 
touches  the  fundamental  position  of  the  Alexandrian  scholars  as  little  as  the  op- 
position to  three  Gods;  for  Dionysius  contents  himself  with  arguing  that  God  would 
have  been  without  understanding,  if  the  Logos  had  not  always  been  with  him; 
a  thing  which  do  Alexandrian  doubted.  The  subtle  distinction  between  Logos  and 
Logos  Dionysius  leaves  wholly  out  of  account,  and  the  explanation  of  the  Roman 
Bishop  on  Proverbs  VIIL  32  {y.vpio?  'sktio-s  (iS  xpxijv  öScSv  xvtov)  :  'txTtire  svTxvSce 
ciKOV(rTSov  xvTi  ToO  £7rsa'T^<re  toIc,  vtt''  ocvtov  yeyovöo'iv  'spyoiQ,  yeyovdiri  $e  0/'  xvtou 
roO  vi'ov,  must  merely  have  caused  a  compassionate  smile  among  the  theologians 
of  Alexandria. 
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as  being  liable  to  misconstruction.'  The  followers  ofOrigenin 
his  training  school  continued  their  master's  work,  and  they  were 
not  molested  in  Alexandria  itself,  as  it  seems,  up  till  about 
the  close  of  the  third  century.  If  we  review  the  great  literary 
labours  of  Dionysius,  of  which  we,  unfortunately,  only  possess 
fragments,  and  observe  his  attitude  in  the  questions  debated  in 
the  Church  in  his  time,  we  see  how  faithfully  he  followed  in 
the  track  of  Origen.  The  only  difference  lay  in  greater  laxity 
in  matters  of  discipline.  -  He  proved,  in  his  work  "  On  Promises  " 
(vrsp)  i'TTxyys'hKi-j).,  that  he  possessed  the  zeal  against  all  Chiliasm 
and  the  dexterity  in  critical  exegesis  which  characterised  the 
school  of  Origen;^  and  in  his  work  "On  Nature "  (tt^p)  (^-Jisicc) 
he  introduced,  and  endeavoured  to  carry  out,  a  new  task  in 
the  science  of  Christian  theology,  viz.,  the  systematic  refu- 
tation of  Materialism,  i.e.,  of  the  Atomic  theory. ''  Of  the 
later  heads  of  the  training  school  we  know  very  little;  but 
that  little  is  enough  to  let  us  see  that  they  faithfully  preserved  the 
theology  of  Origen.  Pierius,  who  also  led  a  life  of  strict  asceticism, 
wrote  learned  commentaries  and  treatises.  Photius  ^  testifies  that 
he  taught  piously  concerning  the  Father  and  Son,  "except  that 

1     See  aliove,  page  45. 

-  See  the  letter  to  Fabius  of  Antioch,  and  the  attitude  of  Dionysius  in  the 
Novatian  controversy,  in  wliicli  he  sought  at  first  to  act  as  mediator  precisely  as 
he  did  in  tlie  dispute  over  the  baptism  of  lieretics  (Euseb.  H.  E.  \\.  41,  42, 
44—46,  VII.  2—9). 

3  See  die  fragments  in  Euseb.  II.  E.  VII.  24,  25.  The  criticism  of  the  Apoc- 
alypse is  a  master-piece. 

■»  See  Eusel).  II.  E.  VII.  26,  2;  the  fragments  of  the  work  in  Routh,  Reliq.  S.  IV., 
P-  393  sq.  On  this,  Rocli,  die  Schrift  des  Alex.  Bischofs,  Dionysius  d.  Gr.  über 
die  Natur  (Leipzig  18S2)  and  my  account  of  this  dissertation  in  the  Th.  L.  Z.  1883, 
No.  2.  Dionysius'  work,  apart  from  a  few  Biblical  quotations  which  do  not  affect 
the  arguments,  might  have  been  composed  by  a  Neo-platonic  philosopher.  Very 
characteristic   is  tlie  opening  of  the  first  fragment  preserved  by  Eusebius.     noVepov 

Uväxyöpx  y.xl  to~ic,  xtto  tSj?  "Ztoxc,  hcci  'HpxxÄsiToi  CpxivsTXi-,  there  we  have  in  a 
line  the  whole  company  of  the  saints  with  whom  Epicurus  and  the  Atomists  were 
confronted.  We  notice  that  from  and  after  Justin  Epicurus  and  his  followers  were 
extremely  abhorred  by  Christian  theologians,  and  that  in  this  abhorrence  they  felt 
themselves  iit  one  with  Platonists,  Pythagoreans,  and  Stoics.  But  Dionysius  was  the 
first  Christian  to  take  over  from  these  philosophers  the  task  of  a  systematic  refutation. 

''    Photius  Cod.  119. 
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he  speaks  of  two  "beings"  and  two  natures;  using  the  words 
being  and  nature,  as  is  plain  from  the  context,  in  place  of 
Hypostasis,  and  not  as  those  who  adhere  to  Arius"  (;r/.>;v  cri 
OVTIX:  ^VO  ZX)  <pV7£lC  ^VO  ?.S'y£l'  TW  TVjq  CVTliXC  zx)  (pv^scc^  övoy.xTi, 
a(;  ^vi'AOv,  £Z  rs  tZv  £7rof/,£'^ccu  zx)  Trpcy/'/ovfyJyccy  tov  %i.vp/c'J  xvt)  Tijg 
•j7ro7TX7£:cc  zx.)  0-JX  ^?  o'l  'Apskc  7rpo7xyxz£ifZ£yoi  xpdo[y.£'jc:).  This 
explanation  is  hardly  trustworthy;  Photius  himself  is  compelled 
to  add  that  Pierius  held  impious  doctrines  as  to  the  Holy  Ghost, 
and  ranked  him  far  below  the  Father  and  Son.  Now  since  he 
further  expressly  testifies  that  Pierius,  hke  Origen,  held  the  pre- 
existence  of  souls,  and  explained  some  passages  in  the  O.  T. 
"economically",  i.e.,  contested  their  literal  meaning,  it  becomes 
obvious  that  Pierius  had  not  parted  company  with  Origen ;  ^ 
indeed,  he  was  even  called  "Origen  Junior".'  He  was  the 
teacher  of  Pamphilus,  and  the  latter  inherited  from  him  his  un- 
conditional devotion  to  Origen's  theology.  Pierius  was  followed, 
in  Diocletian's  time,  by  Theognostus  at  the  Alexandrian  school. 
This  scholar  composed  a  great  dogmatic  work  in  seven  books 
called  "  Hypotyposes".  It  has  been  described  for  us  by  Photius,^ 
whose  account  shows  that  it  was  planned  on  a  strict  system, 
and  was  distinguished  from  Origen's  great  work,  in  that  the 
whole  was  not  discussed  in  each  part  under  reference  to  one 
main  thought,  but  the  system  of  doctrine  was  presented  in 
a    continuous    and   consecutive  exposition.  "*     Thus  Theognostus 

1  Routh,  Reliq.  S.  III.,  pp.  425 — 435. 

2  Jerome,  de  vir.  inl.  765  see  also  Euseb.  H.  E.  VII.  32. 

3  Cod.   106. 

'^  The  first  book  de.ilt  witli  the  Father  and  Creator;  the  second,  with  the  necessity 
that  God  should  have  a  son,  and  the  Son ;  the  third,  took  up  the  Holy  Ghost ; 
the  fourth,  angels  and  demons;  the  fifth  and  si.Kth,  the  possibility  and  actuality  of  the 
Son's  incarnation;  the  seventh,  God's  creative  work.  From  the  description  by  Photius 
it  appears  that  Theognostus  laid  the  chief  stress  on  the  refutation  of  two  opinions, 
namely,  that  matter  was  eternal,  and  that  the  incarnation  of  the  Logos  was  an 
impossibility.  These  are.,  however.^  ike  ttvo  theses  with  which  the  Neo-platottic  theo- 
logians of  the  4th  andjth  ce?ititries  confronted  Christian  science^  and  in  whose  assertion 
the  whole  difference  between  Neo-platonism,  and  the  dogmatic  of  Alexandrian 
churchmen  at  bottom  consisted.  It  is  very  instructive  to  notice  that  even  at  the  end 
of  the  3rd  century  the  antithesis  thus  fixed  came  clearly  to  the  front.  If  Theognostus, 
for  the  rest,  rejected  the  opinion  that  God  created  all  things  from  a  matter  e([ually 
eternal    with    himself,   this  did  not  necessarily  imply  his  abandonment  of  Origen's 
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invented  that  form  of  scientific,  Church  dogmatic  which  was  to 
set  a  standard  to  posterity — though  it  was  indeed  long  before 
the  Church  took  courage  to  erect  a  doctrinal  structure  of  its 
own.  Athanasius  had  nothing  but  praise  for  the  work  of  Theog- 
nostus,  and  has  quoted  a  passage  from  the  second  book  which 
undoubtedly  proves  that  Theognostus  did  full  justice  to  the 
Homoousian  side  of  Origen's  Christology. '  But  even  the  Cap- 
padocians  remarked  certain  affinities  between  Arius  and  Theog- 
nostus, ^  and  Photius  informs  us  that  he  called  the  Son  a 
"  creature  "  {zriTy.x),  and  said  such  mean  things  about  him  that  one 
might  perhaps  suppose  that  he  was  simply  quoting,  in  order 
to  refute,  the  opinions  of  other  men.  He  also,  like  Origen, 
taught  heterodox  views  as  to  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  the  grounds 
on  which  he  based  the  possibility  of  the  incarnation  were  empty 
and  worthless.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  Theognostus'  exposition  of 
the  sin  against  the  Holy  Ghost  shows  that  he  attached  himself 
most  closely  to  Origen.  For  it  is  based  on  the  well-known 
idea  of  the  master  that  the  Father  embraced  the  largest,  the 
Son,  the  medium,  and  the  Holy  Spirit  the  smallest  sphere ;  that 
the  sphere  of  the  Son  included  all  rational  beings,  inclusive  of 
the  imperfect,  while  that  of  the  Spirit  comprehended  only  the  perfect 

principle  of  the  eternity  of  matter;  yet  it  is  at  any  rate  possible  that  in  this  point 
he  took  a  more  guarded  view  of  the  master's  doctrine. 

'  The  fragment  given  by  Athanasius  (de  deer.  Nie.  syn.  25)  runs  as  follows: 
Oun  e^uiev  t/$  htrrtv  i^^eiips'iilTx  vf  toC  vtov  oi/trix,  oiihe  sk  fzij  '6vtuv  sttskd^x^^'  oiKKx 
Ik  Tvj^  Tov  TTOSTpot;  ohcrixt;  e^v,  w?  rov  (Pmtoi;  to  xTTXvyx7{j.x^  mq  i/Sxto^  xtimi^-  oi/re 
"/xp    TO    xt: x6y xfj- {MX  ovts  vi  XTjut;  xvto  to  vSaip  effTtv  ij  xutoi;  6  ii^toQ,  oIjts  «/Ao- 

TflOV      xxi     OVT£    xilTÖZ    itTTIV    6    TTXTVip    oi/Tf    X?i?iÖTpiOQ    XÄ^X    XTTOp^OlX    T^Q    TOV    TTXTpO^ 

ol/(rix<;,  ob  (j.spia-{j.ov  v7roi/,e(vxiryit;  tvjq  tov  TrxTpb^  ohirlxc;  w?  yxp  (jlevcuv  6  iJÄiot;  6 
xvTOi;  oil  (jlbiovtxi  tx'i(;  SKX^oiJiivxti;  i/tt'  xvtov  xt/yx7i;,  ovtwi;  oi/Ss  i\  olalx  tov  TTXTpot; 
ce^.Äoioü<Tiv  vTrifjisivev,  sikovx  ixvT^i  'sxova-x  tov  viov.  Notice  that  the  iMepia-i^d^  is  Iiere 
negatived;  but  this  negative  must  have  been  limited  by  other  definitions.  At  all 
events  we  may  perhaps  regard  Theognostus  as  midway  between  Pierius  and 
Alexander  of  Alexandria. 

2  .See  Gregory  of  Nyssa,  c.  Eunom.  III.  in  Routh,  I.e.,  p.  412;  he  proscribes  the 
proposition  of  Theognostus :  tov  ®ebv  ßovÄÖiMSvov  töSs  to  ttxv  KXTXtrxevxtrxi,  TrpÜTOv 
TOV  viov  oiöv  Tivx  Hxvovx  Tvji  §>iijt.iovpyixt;  TrpovTToa-Tvia-xiT^xi.  Stephanus  Gobarus  has 
expressly  noted  it  as  a  scandal  that  Athanasius  should  nevertheless  have  praised 
Theognostus  (in  Photius,  Cod.  282).  Jerome  did  not  admit  him  into  his  catalogue 
of  authors,  and  it  is  remarkable  that  Eusebius  has  passed  him  over  in  silence;  this 
may,  however,  have  been  accidental. 
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{t£?.£io'j[/,£'joi),  and  that  therefore  the  sin  against  the  Holy  Ghost,  as  the 
sin  of  the  "perfect",  could  not  be  forgiven.  '  The  only  novelty  is 
that  Theognostus  saw  occasion  expressly  to  attack  the  view  "  that 
the  teaching  of  the  Spirit  was  superior  to  that  of  the  Son  "  {ty,'j 
rou  TTvs'Jiy^xToq  ^i(>x7y.x?Jxy  vTrspßckxXsiy  ryjc  roij  vhv  ^ihxxyi^).  Per- 
haps he  did  this  to  oppose  another  disciple  of  Origen,  Hieracas, 
who  applied  himself  to  speculations  concerning  Melchizedek,  as 
being  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  emphasised  the  worship  of  the  Spirit." 
This  Copt,  who  lived  at  the  close  of  the  third  and  in  the  first  half  of 
the  fourth  century,  cannot  be  passed  over,  because,  a  scholar 
like  Origen, '  he  on  the  one  hand  modified  and  refined  on  certain 
doctrines  of  his  master,  *  and  on  the  other  hand,  emphasised  his 
practical  principles,  requiring  celibacy  as  a  Christian  law.  ^ 
Hieracas  is  for  us  the  connecting  link  between  Origen  and  the 

1  See  Athanas.  Ep.  ad  Serap.  IV.,  ch.  iij  Roiith,  I.e.,  pp.  407 — 422,  where  the 
fragments  of  Theognostus  aie  collected. 

2  See  Epiph.  H.  67.  3,  55.  5. 

3  Epiphanius  (H.  67)  speaks  in  the  highest  terms  of  the  knowledge,  learning, 
and  power  of  memory,  possessed  by  Hieracas. 

••  II.  understood  the  resurrection  in  a  purely  spiritual  sense,  and  repudiated  the 
restitutio  car/iis.  He  would  have  nothing  to  do  with  a  material  Paradise;  and 
Epiphanius  indicates  other  heresies,  which  II.  tried  to  support  by  a  comprehensive 
scriptural  proof.  The  most  important  point  is  that  he  disputed,  on  the  ground 
of  2  Tim.  II.  5,  the  salvation  of  children  who  died  even  when  baptised;  "fur 
without  knowledge  no  conflict,  without  conflict  no  reward."  Epiphanius  e.xpressly 
certifies  his  orthodo.\y  in  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  ;  in  fact  Arius  rejected  his 
Christology  along  with  that  of  Valentinus,  Mani,  and  Sabellius,  in  his  letter  to 
Alexander  of  Alex.  (Epiph.  II.  69.  7).  From  his  short  description  of  it  {ol^  (Li; 
'lepxxxi  /t/%viv  ccTTo  At/%vot/,  >)  w?  A^/^iTizJ«  siQ  Svo — tlicsc  are  figures  already 
employed  by  Tatian)  we  can  only,  however,  conclude  that  H.  declared  the  bv<rix  of 
the  Son  to  be  identical  with  that  of  the  Father.  He  may  have  developed  Origen"s 
Christology  in  the  direction  of  Athanasius. 

5  See  my  Art.  in  Herzog's  R.  E.  2  Aufl.  VI ,  p.  100  f.  Hieracas  recognised  tlie 
essential  difference  between  the  O.  and  N.  T.  in  the  commandments  as  to  txyve/x, 
hyKpxTSice,  and  especially,  celibacy.  "What  then  did  the  Logos  bring  that  was  new?" 
or  what  is  the  novelty  proclaimed  and  instituted  by  the  Only-begotten?  The  fear 
of  God?  The  law  already  contained  that.  Was  it  as  to  marriage?  The  Scriptures 
(3^  the  O.  T.)  had  already  dealt  with  it.  Or  as  to  envy,  greed,  and  unrighteous- 
ness? All  that  is  already  contained  in  the  O.  T.  '"Ev  Si  (/.ovcv  tcvto  xacTopöüa-jci 
yj^is,  TO  Tijv  lyKpxTBtxv  xyjpv^ai  sv  tw  KÖtri^w  xxi  exuTci  xvx?^itxirixi  xyvs.'xv  kxi 
iyapxretxv.  " Kvev  Si  tovtov  (/.ij  Svvx(r6xi  ^i^v  (Epiph.  H.  67,  ch.  l).  He  appealed 
to  I   Cor.  VII.,  Ilebr.  XII.   14,  Math.  XIX.   12,  XXV.  21. 
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Coptic  monks ;  the  union  of  ascetics  founded  by  him  may  mark 
the  transition  from  the  learned  schools  of  theologians  to  the 
society  of  monks.  But  in  his  proposition  that,  as  regards  practice, 
the  suppression  of  the  sexual  impulse  was  the  decisive,  and 
original,  demand  of  the  Logos  Christ,  Hieracas  set  up  the  great 
theme  of  the  Church  of  the  fourth  and  following  century. 

In  Alexandria  the  system  of  faith  and  the  theology  of  Origen 
were  fused  more  and  more  completely  together,  and  it  cannot 
be  proved  that  the  immediate  disciples  of  Origen,  the  heads  of 
the  training-school,  corrected  their  master.  '  The  first  to  do  this 
in  Alexandria  was  Peter,  Bishop  and  Martyr. '  In  his  writings 
"Concerning  divinity"  [Tvep)  (}sÖTy,ro:),  "Concerning  the  sojourn 
of  our  Saviour"  [Trap)  rij?  7ccT>jpoc  yjfy.ccy  &7ri^y,(yAXc),  and  especially 
in  his  books  "Concerning  (the  fact)  that  the  soul  does  not  pre- 
exist, nor  has  entered  this  body  after  having  sinned  "  [z-sp)  roii 
f/,y,^6  TcpdÜTTxpx^^'J  '^M'J  '4^'^Z'^i''^  y^yj'^s  xy^xpr'/i'ro'^o'xu  toxjto  slg  (T:cf/,x 
ß?,yi^ijvxi),  he  maintains  against  Origen  the  complete  humanity 
of  the  Redeemer,  the  creation  of  our  souls  along  with  our 
bodies,  and  the  historical  character  of  the  events  narrated  in 
Gen.  III.,  and  he  characterises  the  doctrine  of  a  pre-mundane 
fail  as  a  ''  precept  of  Greek  philosophy  which  is  foreign  and  alien 
to  those  who  desire  to  live  piously  in  Christ"  (,6ii^};/zÄrJ^i;'EAA;fv/xi^^ 
0i?^O7O^ix:,  t;£yyj^  y-xi  ocKKorpix:  cu7y,c  t5v  hXpi7Tx  s-j7sßccq  Qs7.o'jtcc'j 
^>jv).^  This  utterance  proves  that  Peter  had  taken  up  a  position  defi- 
nitely opposed  to  Origen ;  *  but  his  own  expositions  show,  on  the 
other  hand,  that  he  only  deprived  Origen's  doctrines  of  their  extreme 
conclusions,  while  otherwise  he  maintained  them,  in  so  far  as  they 
did  not  come  into  direct  conflict  with  the  rule  of  faith.  The  correc- 
tions   on    Origen's  system  were  therefore  not  undertaken  silently 

'  Procopius  undoubtedly  maiatains  (Comm.  in  Genes  ,  ch.  III.,  p.  76,  in  Routli, 
Reliq.  S.  IV.,  p.  50)  that  Dionysius  Alex.,  in  his  commentary  on  Ecc'esiastes,  con- 
tradicted the  allegorical  explanation  of  Gen.  II.,  Ill;  but  we  do  not  know  in  what 
the  contradiction  consisted. 

-    Eusebius,  H.  E.  IX.  6:  Peter  was  made  a  martyr,  probably  in  A.D.  311. 

^  See  the  fragments  of  Peter's  writings  in  Routh,  I.e.,  pp.  2i — 82,  especially 
pp.   46 — 50.   Vide  also  Pitra,  Analecta  Sacra  IV.,  p.   187  sq.,  425  sq. 

^  Decidedly  spurious  is  the  fragment  of  an  alleged  liiva-T/zydiyix  of  Peter,  in 
which  occur  the  words :  ri  he  e'ittm  'Hpxx^xv  kxi  Aiii/.i^rpiov  tovi;  (j-xxxpiov:;  sttht- 
KÖTTovz^  o't'ovz  7reipxo-[j.ov^  vTrstrryio-xv  vTrb  tov  imx-js'jtoq  Tlptysvovt;,  kx)  xItov  (7xiTiJ.xrx 
^xXXi-jTOC,  ev  ry;  SKK^'/jTiy.,  Tx'ioo^  <r-/i[j.ipov  Txpxx^i^  xliTvisyslpxvTx  (Kowih^Xx.^Y'-^^)- 
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even  in  Alexandria.  A  compromise  took  place  between  scientific 
theology,  and  the  ancient  antignostically  determined  Creed  of 
the  Church,  or  the  letter  of  Holy  Scripture,  to  which  all  the 
doctrines  of  Origen  were  sacrificed  that  contradicted  the  tenor 
of  the  sacred  tradition.  '  But  above  all,  the  distinction  made  by 
him  between  the  Christian  science  of  the  perfect  and  the  faith 
of  the  simple  was  to  be  abolished.  The  former  must  be  cur- 
tailed, the  latter  added  to,  and  thus  a  product  arrived  at  in  a 
uniform  faith  which  should  be  at  the  same  time  ecclesiastical 
and  scientific.  After  theology  had  enjoyed  a  period  of  liberty, 
the  four  last  decades  of  the  third  century,  a  reaction  seems  to 
have  set  in  at  the  beginning  of  the  fourth,  or  even  at  the  end  of 
the  third  century,  in  Alexandria.  But  the  man  had  not  yet  risen 
who  was  to  preserve  theology  from  stagnation,  or  from  being 
resolved  into  the  ideas  of  the  time.  All  the  categories  employed 
by  the  theologians  of  the  fourth  and  fifth  centuries  were  already 
current  in  theology,  "  but  they  had  not  yet  received  their  defi- 
nite impress  and  fixed  value.  ^  Even  the  Biblical  texts  which 
in    those    centuries    were    especially    exploited   pro    and  contra, 

1  We  have  unfoitunately  no  more  precise  information  as  to  Peter's  attitude:  we 
may  determine  it,  however,  by  that  of  Methodius  (see  under). 

2  So  {J.i'iix.c, — Tp/«? — olicria. —  (pva-ti; — vTroxsi'iiSvov — vTröa-rceirtt; — Trpoa-ctiTrov—  Tripiypx- 
(pyj — ix£pi^£(r5xi — Sixipelv — Tr^xrv-jsiv — o-vyxsipciÄoeicva-öxi — KTi^eiv — ttoisIv — yh/vitröxi 
ysvvxv — öi^oovtno^ — in  rv\c;  oC<7ix(;  tov  Trxrpöz — ^'^  tov  osa^^jjCxtoq — ©so?  sx  &scv — 
ipclji;  SK  cpMTO^ — yevvif^evTX  oii  ttohjÖsvtx — v-*  ore  ci/n  -/jv — oiiK  yjv  0x5  ovx  yjv — ^v  ots 
oiiK  vjv  —  'irepoc;  axT^  oi/trixv — XTpeTrroq — xvxK^oturoz — xyivvvjro^ — xÄÄOTpioq — 7^*iyit 
TJjs  ösÖTyiTO^ — Svo  olffixi — oiitrix  olj<Tiit3\i.ivvi  —  svxvöpd)7r}i(n(; — isxvöpuTroQ — evw(ng  oütrio}- 
Svii — svuiTtt;  Kxrx  [iSTOXJirixv — trvvxil-eix  x.xtx  (/.xi-zjo-iv  Hxi  iiSTOv(rixv — (rvyxpxa-ii; — 
ivoiKeHv  etc.  llipler  in  the  Oesterr.  Vierteljahrschrift  für  kathoh  Theol.  1869,  p. 
161  ff.  (quoted  after  Lösche,  Ztschr.  f.  wiss.  Theol.  1884,  S.  259)  maintains  that 
expressions  occuri-ed  in  the  speculations  of  Numenius  and  Porphyry  as  to  the  nature 
of  God,  which  only  emerged  in  the  Church  in  consequence  of  the  Nicene  Council. 
Those  technical  terms  of  religio-philosophical  speculation,  common  to  the  Neo- 
platonists  of  the  3rd  century,  the  Gnostics  and  Catholic  theologians,  require  re- 
e.xamination.  One  result  of  this  will  be  perhaps  the  conclusion  that  the  philosophy 
of  Plotinus  and  Porphyry  was  not  uninfluenced  by  the  Christian  system.  Gnostic 
and  Origenistic,  which  they  opposed.  We  await  details  under  this  head  from 
Dr.  Carl  Schmidt. 

3  The  meaning  which  was  afterwards  attaclied  to  the  received  categories  was 
absolutely  unthinkable,  and  corresponded  perfectly  to  none  of  the  definitions  previously 
hit  upon  by  the  philosophical  schools.  But  this  only  convinced  men  that  Christianity 
was  a  revealed  doctrine,  which  was  distinguished  from  philosophical  systems  by 
mysterious  ideas  or  categories. 
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had  already  been  collected  in  the  third.  Dionysius  of  Alexan- 
dria had  already  given  warning  that  the  word  oy.covTiog  did  not 
occur  in  Holy  Scripture,  and  this  point  of  view  seems,  as  a  rule, 
to  have  been  thoroughly  decisive  even  in  the  third  century. ' 

We  get  an  insight  into  the  state  of  religious  doctrine  about  the 
middle  of  the  third  century  and  afterwards  from  the  works  of 
Gregory,'  the  miracle-worker,  who  was  one  of  the  most  eminent  of 
Origen's  disciples,  and  whose  influence  in  the  provinces  of  Asia 
Minor  extended  far  into  the  fourth  century.  This  scholar  and 
Bishop  who  delivered  the  first  Christian  panegyric — one  on 
Origen— -and  has  in  it  given  his  autobiography,  remained  through- 
out his  life  an  enthusiastic  follower  of  Origen,  and  adhered, 
in  what  was  essential,  to  his  doctrine  of  the  Trinity.  ^  But 
Gregory  felt  compelled,  in  opposition  to  Christians  whose  con- 
ception of  the  Trinity  was  absolutely  polytheistic,  to  emphasise 
the  unity  of  the  Godhead.  He  did  this  in  his  ''Confession  of 
faith 'V  and  in  a  still  greater  degree,  according  to  the  testimony 
of  Basilius,  in  his  lost  work  ^i:i}.£^ig  Trpog  \\.i}ax'j6'j  (Debate  with 
Ailianus),  ^  which  contained  a  proposition,  afterwards  appealed 
to  by  Sabellians,  and  somewhat  to  the  following  effect,  viz.. 
Father  and  Son  are  two  in  thought,  but  one  in  substance 
{TTXTViP  y.x)  vVog  irrivoU  [jAv  iiTi  ^vo,  vTroTTXTsi  ^s  ?>).  Gregory, 
on    the    other    hand,    described   the    Logos  as  creature  {y.rl7y.x) 

^  But  we  have  not  yet  ascertained  the  method  followed  in  the  earlier  period  of 
collecting  the  verdicts  of  the  older  Fathers,  and  of  presenting  them  as  precedents;  yet  it  is 
noteworthy  that  Irenceus  and  Clement  already  delighted  in  appealing  to  the  TrpsirßvT- 
epct,  which  meant  for  them,  however,  citing  the  Apostles'  disciples,  aiid  that  Paul 
of  Samosata  was  accused  in  the  epistle  of  the  Synod  of  Antioch,  of  despising  the 
ancient  interpreters  of  the  Divine  Woi-d  (Euseb.  VII.  30). 

'  See  Caspari  IV.,  p.  10  ff. ;  Ryssel,  Gregorius  Thaumaturgus,  1880.  Vide  also 
Overbeck  in  the  Th.  L. — Z,  1881,  No.  12,  and  Dräscke  in  the  Jahrb.  f.  protest. 
Theol.  iSSi,  H.  2.  Edition  by  Fronto.  Ducäus,  1621.  Pltra,  Analecta  Sacra  III.;  also 
Loofs,  Theol.  L.  Z.,  1884,  No.  23. 

3  See  Caspari's  (I.e.)  conclusions  as  to  Gregory's  confession  of  faith,  whose 
genuineness  seems  to  me  made  out.  Origen's  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  appears  clearly 
in  the  Panegyric.  The  fragment  printed  by  Ryssel,  p.  44  f.,  is  not  by  Gr.  Thaumaturgus. 

•*  See  Caspari,  I.e.,  p.  10:  rpiut;  ri^etx,  Jo'|>f  >cxi  oci^tör^Ti  kx]  ßxtriAelx  (mv^  (Mspt- 
l^oiiivvi  i-iyiSe  xxxXKorptov(j.svi^.  Ovts  oiiv  ktio-tov  ti  >f  ^otjhov  kv  ry,  rpixSi  ovre 
eTTiia-XKTOV,    uiQ    TTpoTspov   {/.iv  ovx   vvxpx<^v,   varspov  Si   sTTSitj-sÄ^öv   OVTS   yxp   ivSÄlTTS 

TTOTS    viOQ    TTXrpt,    oUtE    ViSi    TTVlVf^X,    «AA'    XTpSTTTOi;    KXt    XVX?i?^Ol(tiTO^    V)     xlrif    TpiXt;  XII. 

^    Basil.,  ep.   210. 
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and  created  {7:ciy,iJ.x) — so  Basilius  tells  us, — and  this  form  of 
expression  can  probably  be  explained  by  the  fact  that  he  thought 
it  necessary,  in  this  way  and  aggressively  [ocycc^ji^rizS):),  to  em- 
phasise, on  the  basis  of  Origen's  idea  of  the  Homoousia  of  the 
Son,  the  substantial  unity  of  the  deity,  in  opposition  to  a  view 
of  the  divine  Hypostases  which  approximated  to  polytheism. 
On  the  whole,  however,  we  cannot  avoid  supposing,  that  at  the 
time  when  theology  was  introduced  into  the  faith — -a  work 
in  which  Gregory  especially  took  part, — and  in  consequence 
the  worst  confusions  set  in,  ^  the  tendency  to  heathen  Tritheism 
had  grown,  and  theologians  found  themselves  compelled  to 
m.aintain  the  "  preaching  of  the  monarchy  "  {zyifvyy.x  ry,:  fy.cyxpxi^-r) 
to  an  increasing  extent.  This  is  proved  by  the  correspondence 
of  the  Dionysii,  the  theology  of  Hieracas,  and  the  attitude  of 
Bishop  Alexander  of  Alexandria ;  but  we  have  also  the  evidence 
of  Gregory.  True,  the  genuineness  of  the  writing  ascribed  to 
him,  on  the  "essential  identity""  (of  the  three  Persons),  is  not 
yet  decided,  but  it  belongs,  at  all  events,  to  the  period  before 
Athanasius.  In  this  treatise  the  author  seeks  to  establish  the 
indivisibility  and  uniqueness  of  God,  subject  to  the  hypothesis 
of  a  certain  hypostatic  difference.  In  this  he  obviously  approaches 
Monarchian  ideas,  yet  without  falling  into  them.  Further,  the 
very  remarkable  tractate,  addressed  to  Theopompus,  on  the 
incapability  and  capability  of  suffering,  '*  treats  this  very  subject, 
without  even  hinting  at  a  division  between  Father  and  Son 
in  this  connection;  on  the  other  hand,  the  author  certainly 
does  not  call  it  in  question.  We  can  study  in  the  works  of 
Gregory,  and  in  the  two  treatises  ^  just  mentioned,  which  bear 
his  name,  the  state  of  theological  stagnation,  connected  with 
the    indeterminateness    of   all    dogmatic    ideas,    and  the  danger, 

1    It    remained    a  matter  of  doubt  in  the  East  up  to  the  beginning  of  tlie   fourtli 
century,  whether  one  ought  to  speak  of  three  Hypostases  (essences,  natures),  or  one. 

-    Ryssel,    p.    65    f.,  100  f.;  see  Gregor.  Naz.,  Ep.  243,  Opp  ,  p.  II.,  p.   196  sq., 
ed.  Paris,   1840. 

3     Ryssel,    ]).   71    f.,    118  f.     The  genuineness  of  the  traclate  is  not  so  certain  as 
its  origin  in  the  3rd  century;  yet  see  Loofs,  I.e. 

*    See  also  the  Servio  de  iiicanialioie  attributed  to  Ciregoi'y  (l^ilra  III.,  p.  144  sq  , 
395  sq.)  * 
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then  imminent,  of  passing  wholly  over  to  the  domain  of  ab- 
stract philosophy,  and  of  relaxing  the  union  of  speculation  with 
the  exegesis  of  Holy  Scripture.  The  problems  are  strictly  con- 
fined to  the  sphere  of  Origen's  theology;  but  that  theology  was 
so  elastic  that  they  threatened  to  run  wild  and  become  thoroughly 
secular.  '  If,  e.g.,  we  review  the  Christological  tenets  of  Euse- 
bius  of  Caesarea,  one  of  Origen's  most  enthusiastic  followers, 
we  are  struck  by  their  universal  hoUowness  and  emptiness,  un- 
certainty and  instability.  While  Monotheism  is  maintained  with 
an  immense  stock  of  Bible  texts  and  a  display  of  all  possible 
formulas,  a  created  and  subordinate  God  is,  in  fact,  interposed 
between  the  deity  and  mankind. 

But  there  was  also  in  the  East  a  theology  which,  while 
it  sought  to  make  use  of  philosophy,  at  the  same  time  tried  to 
preserve  in  their  realistic  form  the  religious  truths  established  in 
the  fight  with  Gnosticism.  There  were  theologians  who,  follow- 
ing in  the  footsteps  of  Irena^us  and  Hippolytus,  by  no  means 
despised  science,  yet  found  the  highest  truth  expressed  in  the 
tenets  handed  down  by  the  Church ;  and  who  therefore,  refusing 
the  claim  of  philosophical  Gnosis  to  re-edit  the  principles  of 
faith,  only  permitted  it  to  support,  connect,  and  interpret  them. 
These  theologians  were  necessarily  hostile  to  the  science  of 
religion  cultivated  in  Alexandria,  and  enemies  of  its  founder 
Origen.  We  do  not  know  whether,  during  his  life-time,  Origen 
came  into  conflict  in  the  East  with  opponents  who  met  him  in 
the  spirit  of  an  Irena^us. "  From  his  own  statements  we  must 
suppose    that    he    only    had    to    deal    with  untrained  disputants. 

'  Origen  himself  always  possessed  in  his  unconditional  adherence  to  the  Bible 
a  kind  of  corrective  against  the  danger  of  passing  entirely  over  to  philosophy. 
Though  thoroughly  versed  in  philosophical  science,  he  sought  never  to  be  more 
than  a  scriptural  theologian,  and  urged  his  disciples — witness  his  letLer  to  Gregor. 
Thaum. — to  give  up  their  philosophical  studies,  and  devote  themselves  wholly  to 
the  Bible.  No  professedly  philosophical  expositions  occur  in  Origen  himself,  so  far 
as  I  know,  like  those  transmitted  by  his  disciples.  For  the  latter  the  comprehensive 
chapter  of  Eusebius  (H.  E.  VII.  32)  is  very  instructive.  Here  we  meet  with  Bishops 
who  seem  to  have  been  scholars  first  and  clerics  afterwards.  This  Eusebius  (§  22) 
has  to  tell  of  one:  Xöyuv  i/.iv  <pt?iO(7Öipciiv  nxt  rviz  «AAsj?  T«p'  "E?iXyj<7t  ttxiSsixq  Trxpx 
Toic;    xo/Ac7?    öxvi/.x<7-Seic;,  oi/x  6jx.ciai(;  ys  fiifv  irepi  ri^v  ösixv  tt/ittiv  SixtsDsii^svoq. 

-  It  is  unknown  who  was  the  y.xÄÄiuv  vinäv  Ti-pe^ßvTvii;  y.xi  //.xxxpi^rbc  xvijp 
quoted  by  Epiph.  (H.  64,  ch.  8  and  67)  as  an  opponent  of  Origen. 
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But  in  the  second  half  of  the  third  century,  and  at  the  begin- 
ning of  the  fourth,  there  were  on  the  side  of  the  Church  antag- 
onists of  Origen's  theology  who  were  well  versed  in  philo- 
sophical knowledge,  and  who  not  merely  trumped  his  doctrine 
with  their  -^//.v;  vri^ri;  (bare  faith),  but  protected  the  principles 
transmitted  by  the  Church  from  spiritualising  and  artificial  inter- 
pretations, with  all  the  weapons  of  science.  '  The  most  impor- 
tant among  them,  indeed  really  the  only  one  of  whom  we  have 
any  very  precise  knowledge,  besides  Peter  of  Alexandria 
(see  above),  is  Methodius. "  But  of  the  great  number  of  treatises 
by  this  original  and  prolific  author  only  one  has  been  till  now 
preserved  complete  in  the  original — Conviv.  decern  virg.,  while 
we    have    the    greater   part  of  a  second — De  resurr.  ^     The  rest 

1  Besides  these  we  have  Eastern  theologians,  who,  while  they  did  not  write 
against  Origen,  show  no  signs  in  their  works  of  having  been  influenced  by  Alex- 
andrian theology,  but  rather  resemljle  in  their  attitude  Irena;us  and  Hippolytus. 
Here  we  have  especially  to  mention  the  author  of  five  dialogues  against  the  tinostics, 
which,  under  the  title  '-De  recta  in  deum  fide,"  bear  the  name  of  Adamantius  ;  see 
the  editio  princeps  by  Wetstein,  1673,  and  the  version  of  Rufinusdiscoveredby  Caspari 
(Kirchenhistorische  Anecdota,  1883;  also  Th.  L. — Z.  1884,  No.  8)  which  shows 
that  the  Greek  text  is  interpolated.  The  author,  for  whom  we  have  perhaps  to  look 
in  the  circle  of  Methodius,  has  at  any  rate  borrowed  not  a  little  from  him  (and 
also  from  the  work  of  Theophilus  against  Marcion  ?).  .See  Jahn,  Methodii,  Opp.  I., 
p.  99,  II.  Nos.  474,  542,  733 — 749,  771,  777.  Möller  in  Herzog's  R.  E.,  2  Ed., 
IX.,  p.  725.  Zahn,  Ztschr.  f.  Kirchengesch.,  Vol.  IX.,  p.  193  ff. :  "Die  Dialoge  des 
Adamantius  mit  den  Gnostikeru."  The  dialogues  were  written  +  300,  probably 
somewhei'e  in  East  Asia  Minor,  or  in  West  vSyria,  according  to  Zahn  about  300 
— 313  in  Hellenic  Syria,  or  Antioch.  They  are  skilfully  written  and  instructive;  a 
very  moderate  use  is  made  of  philosophical  theology.  Perhaps  the  Ep.  ad  Diogn.  also  . 
came  from  the  circle  of  Methodius.  Again,  there  is  little  philosophical  theology  to 
be  discovered  in  the  original  edition  of  the  first  six  books  of  the  apostolic  Consti- 
tutions, which  belongs  to  the  third  century.  See  Lagarde  in  Bunsen's  Analecta 
Ante-Nicsena  T.  II.  The  author  still  occupied  the  standpoint  of  Ignatius,  or  the  old 
anti-gnostic  teachers.  The  dogmatic  theology,  in  the  longer  recension  of  the  work, 
preserved  in  Greek,  belongs  entirely  to  the  reviser  who  lived  in  or  after  the  middle 
of  the  4th  century  (so  App.  Const.  II.  24,  VI.  11,  14,  41  [Hahn,  Biblioth.  der 
Symbole,  2  Aufl.,  §§  10,  11,  64];  see  my  edition  of  the  AiSxx^i,  p.  241  ff.  That 
Aphraates  and  the  author  of  the  Acta  Archelai  were  unaffected  by  Origen's  theology 
will  have  been  clear  from  what  was  said  above,  p.  50  f. 

-  Jahn,  S.  Methodii  Opp,  1865;  Pars  II.  S.  Methodius  Platonizans,  1865; 
Bonwetsch,  M.  von  Olympus  I.  1891.  Vide  also  Pitra,  Analecta  Sacra  T.  III.,  IV. 
(see  Loofs,  Th.  L. — Z.,  1884,  No.  23,  col.  556  ff.).  Möhler,  Patrologie,  pp.  680- 
700.  Möller,  I.e.,  p.  724  ff.  Salmon  Diet,  of  Christian  Biogr.  III.  p.  909  sq. 

*    Besides  smaller  fragments  are  found,  increased  by  Pitra. 
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has  been  preserved  in  the  Slavic  language,  and  only  very  lately 
been  rendered  accessible.  The  personality  of  Methodius  himself, 
with  his  position  in  history,  is  obscure.  '  But  what  we  do  know 
is  enough  to  show  that  he  was  able  to  combine  the  defence  of 
the  Rule  of  Faith  as  understood  by  Irenaius,  Hippolytus,  and 
Tertullian, "  with  the  most  thorough  study  of  Plato's  writings 
and  the  reverent  appropriation  of  Plato's  ideas.  Indeed  he  lived 
in  these.  ^  Accordingly,  he  defended  "  the  popular  conception  of 
the  common  faith  of  the  Church"  in  an  energetic  counterblast 
to  Origan,  and  rejected  all  his  doctrines  which  contained  an 
artificial  version  of  traditional  principles. ''  But  on  the  other  hand, 
he  did  not  repudiate  the  basis  on  which  Origen's  speculation 
rested.  He  rather  attempted  with  its  presuppositions  and  method 
to  arrive  at  a  result  in  harmony  with  the  common  faith. 
There  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  he  took  the  great  work  of 
Irenaius  as  his  model ;  for  the  manner  in  which  Methodius  has 
endeavoured  to  overcome  dualism  and  spiritualism,  and  to 
establish  a  speculative  realism,  recalls  strikingly  the  undertaking 
of  Irenffius.  Like  the  latter,  Methodius  sought  to  demonstrate 
the  eternal  importance  of  the  natural  constitution  in  spirit  and 
body  of  the  creatures  made  by  God ;  and  he  conceived  salvation 
not  as  a  disembodying,  not  in  any  sense  as  a  division  and 
separation,  but  as  a  transfiguration  of  the  corporeal,  and  a  union 
of  what  had  been  unnaturally  divided.  He  rejected  the  pessim- 
ism with  which  Origen  had,  like  the  Gnostics,  viewed  the  world 
as  it  is,  the  rr-jT-xTia  rod  yJ^y^cu,  making  it,  if  a  well-ordered 
and  necessary  prison,  yet  a  prison  after  all.  This  he  confronted 
with  the  optimistic  conviction,  that  everything  which  God  has 
created,  and  as  he  has  created  it,  is  capable  of  permanence  and 

'     See  Zahn,  Ztschr.  f.  Kirchengesch.  Vol.  VIII.,  p.  15  ff.  Place:  Olympus  in  Lycia. 

-  He  was  ranked  in  later  times  with  Irenseus  and  Hippolytus  (see  Andreas  Cses. 
in  praef.  in  Apoc,  p.  2)   and  that  as  a  witness  to  the  inspiration  of  John's  Apocalypse. 

^    See  Jahn,  I.e. 

^  See  the  long  fragments  of  the  writing  i/e  resurrectionc  which  was  directed 
against  Origen,  as  also  the  work  7:sfi  twv  ysvi^TUv.  Methodius  called  Origen  a 
"•Centaur"  (Opp.  I.  loO,  loi),  i.e.^  '•'•Sophist,"  and  compared  his  doctrine  with  the 
Hydra  (I.  86).  See  the  violent  attack  on  the  new-fashioned  exegetes  and  teachers 
in  De  resurr.  8,  9  (Opp  I.  67  sq.)  and  20,  (p.  74),  where  the  cxttx  votiTX  and  a-xpxxi; 
voy\TixQ  of  Origen's  school  are  ridiculed;  ch.   21,  p.   75:  39.  p.  83. 
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transfiguration.  '  Accordingly,  he  opposed  Origen's  doctrines  of 
the  pre-existence  of  souls,  the  nature  and  object  of  the  world 
and  of  corporeality,  the  eternal  duration  of  the  world,  a  prc- 
mundane  Fall,  the  resurrection  as  a  destruction  of  the  body,  etc. 
At  the  same  time  he  certainly  misrepresented  them,  as,  e.g., 
Origen's  doctrine  of  sin,  p.  68  sq.  Like  Irenaeus,  Methodius 
introduced  curious  speculations  as  to  Adam  for  the  purpose 
of  estabUshing  realism,  i.e.,  the  maintenance  of  the  literal  truth 
of  sacred  history.  Adam  was  to  him  the  whole  of  natural 
humanity,  and  he  assumed,  going  beyond  Irenajus,  that  the 
Logos  combined  the  first  man  created  (protoplast)  with  himself. " 

1  See  the  short  argument  against  Origen,  De  resurr.  28,  p.  78:  E/  yxp  KpstrTCj 
TO  {/.ij  elvxt  Tov  sivxi  rov  xoafj-ov,  6ix  ri  to  xfifiO'j  ijps^ro  TToi^crxg  tov  y.oaizov  6 
0fo$;  aAA'  oi/Sev  6  ©fo?  (/.xTxiwc;  >)  ;^E7pov  sttoisi.  oiiaovv  stg  to  sJvxt  >cxi  (jlbvbiv  tvjv 
KTi<Tiv  0  @S0i^tSKO<riJt.vi(j-xTO.  Wisdom  I.  14  and  Rom.  VIII.  19  follow.  The  fight  waged 
by  Methodius  against  Origen  presents  itself  as  a  continuation  of  that  conducted  l)y 
Irenaaus  against  the  Gnostics.  It  dealt  in  part  with  the  same  prol)lems,  and  used 
the  same  arguments  and  proofs.  The  extent  to  which  Origen  hellenised  tlie  Christian 
tradition  was  in  the  end  as  little  tolerated  in  the  Church  as  the  latitude  taken  by 
the  Gnostics.  But  while  Gnosticism  was  completely  ejected  in  two  or  three  genera- 
tions it  took  much  longer  to  get  rid  of  Origenism.  Tiierefore,  still  more  of  Ori- 
gen's theology  passed  into  the  "revealed"  system  of  Church  doctrine,  than  of  the 
theology  of  tlie  Gnostics. 

-  See  Conviv.  'III.  6.  (p.  18  sq.):  txvtv]  yxp  tov  avöpüiTrov  xvsiÄii^ev  ö  ä6'}oc,, 
oTraii;  Sil  5«'  xvtov  kxtx?^v<7v\  tvjv  Itt'  6/.sQpcfi  ysycvvlxv  xxtxS/k^v,  ijTTvjirxc;  tov  otpiv. 
T^pfio't^B  yxp  (J-ij  Si''  CTspov  vixyjöiivxi  tov  Trovvjpov  «A/as  Si"  sxe/vou,  ov  Si^  kxi  £)cÖ(/.- 
TTX^sv  XTTXTVja-xi;   xItov  TSTvpxvv\^y.evxi,  ÖTi  iJ.il   xÄÄait;  TijV  xi/.xpTixv  Av3ifv«/  xxi  tjjv 

KXTXXpttTlV     SvVXTOV     yjV,      11     (/.if    TTäA/V     d     XUTÖi;    küslvot;    XvöpUTTOi,    Sl"    ov    s'ipi^TO    TO    "  7  VJ 

£1     y.xt    Sit;    yj^v    XTrsÄsva-y!,"    xvx7r^.«a-5£iQ    xvsÄvas     Tifv  X7r6(px<rtv  Tijv  St''  xvtov  s/? 

TTXVTXg  i^SV-^VSyiiivi^V.  OTTüli;,  Xxiäli;  SV  TU  ^ASxfJ.  TTpÖTSpOV  TTXVTSi;  XT06vi1t7y.0VI7IV, 
o'tJTM      Sil    'KxXlV    xxi    £V    Tii    XVSlhi^^OTt    XpilTTM    TOV    ^ AS Xji    TTXVTl^    ^WOTTOHiHülTIV.      Still 

clearer  is  III.  4,  where  it  is  expressly  denied  that  Adam  is  only  a  type  of  Christ: 
(ftepe  yxp  ViiJ.et(;  STna-HS^'oiiiJ.slix  ttZc,  opöoSöhui;  xviliyxys  tov  'aSxij.  s/?  tov  Xpia-Tov, 
OV  [jLovov  TvTTov  XVTOV  iiyoviJisvoc;  sJvxi  xxi  slxovx,  xXhx  xxi  xvTQ  TOVTO  XpiiTTOv  xxi 
XVTOV  yeyovevxi  Six  to  tov  Trpo  xieovuv  sig  xvtov  lyxxTxiTxvj^lixt  ?^öyov.  [ipfio^e  yxp 

TO  TTpOJTÖyOVOV  TOV  @£0V  Xxi  TTpÜTOV  ß?\X<TT^IXU  Xxi  (J.OVOy£V£C;  T>)V  (TO^lXV  TW  TTpiOTO- 
TTÄXt^Tlfi  xxi  TTpUTU  Xxi  TTpCOTOyOVM  TMV  XVÖpOÜTTUV  XvUpcilTTCil  XS pX^f^slo- XV  iv^V^plllTTVIxivXl, 
TOVTO     yxp    eivxi    tov    XpttTTOV,    XvlpUTroV    iv    XXpXTU    0£ÖTijTt    xxi    T£Ä£ix    7r£7r?,iipMIU.£V0V 

xxi  ®£'ov  £v  xvipaiTTM  jcf%wp»f/z5vov  ijv  yxp  7rp£7ra)S£irTXT0v  tov  7rp£(rßvTXT0v  tcSv 
xidivuv  xxi  TTpÜTOV  TMv  xpxxyyS^wv,  xviptiiTTotg  ffeAAovTÄ  crvvo(j.iXelv,  £iQ  TOV  TTpetr- 
ßvTXTOv  xxi  TTpuTOv  Tüjv  xvipdiTTov  £]<TOtxi<r(^vivxt  TOV  "ASxjj,.  Scc  also  III.  7  8-  TTpo- 
y£yviji.vx(rllxi    yxp  .  .  .   uig  xpx  6  TrpuTÖTT^xc'Tog  oixsittig  sig  xvtov  xvxipspstrSxi  Svvxtxi  tov 

XpilTTÖV,     0VX£TI    TVTTOQ    UV    Xxi  X7r£lXX<TI/.X  (J.6vOV  Xxi  sixitlV  TOV  (J,0V0y£V00g,  X/.ÄX  xxi  XVTO 

Tovro  iTO<pix  ysyovajg  xxi  /.oyog.  Six^iv  yxp  vSxTog  crvyxspxirösig  6  xvSpaiTrog  tP,  tj-o^ix 
y.xi    Tf)    ^wJi   TOVTO  yiyov£v,  07r£p   yjv  xIito  to  £ig  xvtov  ly kxt xirx^'\i xv  xxpxTov  4"*'?- 
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This  union  was  conceived  as  a  complete  incorporation :  "  God 
embraced  and  comprehended  in  man;"  and,  starting  from  this 
incorporation,  the  attempt  was  made  to  explain  redemption  in 
terms  of  a  mystical  realism.  Salvation  was  not  consummated 
in  knowledge  (Gnosis),  but  it  came  to  light,  already  achieved 
for  mankind,  in  the  constitution  of  the  God-man.  '  But  for  this 
very  reason  Methodius  borders,  just  like  Irenzeus,  on  a  mode 
of  thought  which  sees  in  the  incarnation  the  necessary  comple- 
tion of  creation,  and  conceives  the  imperfection  of  the  first  Adam 
to  have  been  natural. "  Adam,  i.e.,  mankind,  was  before  Christ 
still  in  a  plastic  condition,  capable  of  receiving  any  impression 
and  liable  to  dissolution.  Sin,  which  had  exclusively  an  external 
source,  had  therefore  an  easy  task ;  humanity  was  first  consolidated 
in  Christ.  In  this  way  freedom  is  retained,  but  we  easily  see 
that  Origen's  idea  of  sin  was  more  profound  than  that  of 
Methodius.  ^  The  fantastic  realism  of  the  latter's  view  is  carried 
out    in    his    speculations    on    the  transference  of  salvation  from 

1    Yet  see,  uuder,  the  new  turn  given  to  the  speculation. 

-  S.  Conviv.  III.  5  •  '^'■'''  y^^P  77i^^ov(iyoC(j.svov  tov  "ASaji,  dii;  sa-riv  £t7re7v,  kxi 
Tt^y.TOv  'ovTX  Txi  v§xpi^,  xxt  (^■/iSeTTu  ipixiTxvrx  hiKvi'j  o<TTpxy.ov  rfi  x^OxpiT-tx  KpXTXIOO- 
Oi^vxi    >exi  TTxytciiöiivxi,  Vowp  üs-Trsp   xxTx}^sißoiJ.s-J^  xxi  xxttxo-tx^ovitx  lt£hv(rsv   xvto 

il      XfJ-XpTiX.      Sib    Si^    TTXÄIV    icvuisv     XVXOlUCllV    XXl    TTtiPiOTTÄXtrTÜV    TOV    XVTOV    sii;    Tll^ilV    Ö 

©fo?  sv  tVi  TTxpisviKyi  ypxTxiMO-xQ  TrpaJTOv  y.xi  7r-^txi  (iviTpx  xxi  a-vvsvoiia-xi;  xx( 
a-vyxspxirxi;  rii  >^oyu,  xrvjy.TOv  y.xi  xöpxva-TOv  s^-^yxysv  eiQ  tov  j3/ov,  'I'vx  ju-if  tzxXiv 
Totc,  Ti^t;  (piopxi;  s^wisv  sTriKÄvaSeit;  (svi/.xtnv,  tviicsSövx  yevv^trxt;  SiXTrea-yi.  Methodius, 
like  IrenjEus,  gave  much  study  to  Paul's  Epistles,  because  they  were  especially 
quoted  by  Origen  and  his  school  (see  ch.  51  fin.,  p.  90);  on  the  difficulties  which 
he   felt  see  De  resurr.  26,  p.   77:  38,  p.  83. 

^  The  expositions  of  concupiscence,  sin,  and  death,  are  distinguished  very 
strongly  from  those  of  Origen.  (For  death  as  means  of  salvation  see  De  resurr. 
23,  49).  They  resemble  the  discussions  of  Irenreus,  only  Methodius  maintains — a 
sign  of  the  times — that  sinlessness  is  impossible  even  to  the  Christian.  See  De 
resurr.   22  (I.,  p.   75)  •  ^^vToq  yxp  'in  tov  o-mij-xto^  Trpo  tov  TsOviitso-ixi  (rv^vjv  xvxyx^i 

Xxl   TVjV    XfMXpTtXV,    SvSov   TÄ?    pi'^Xt;    XUTVjQ    Iv    VlfJUV    XTrOKpVTTTOVirXV,  SI  KXI  stC'j'iev  TOf^xft; 

Txlz  xxb  TÖÜV  crca(^povitT(j.Siv  xxi  tüv  vovQst^itsmv  xvstrTSÄXiTO,  sttsi  ovk  xv  jjistx  to 
<pWTia-i)^vxt  (jvveßxtvev  xSiy.e7v,  xts  TrxvTX'Trxtriv  etXty.piväi;  x^^vipi^iJisvvjc;  x^'  i)(j.cöv  tj?^ 
xfjLxpTtxc;'  vxJv  Se  y.xi  (jlstx  to  tthtt^vvxi  kxi  stti  to  vSüjp  h^ie7v  tov  ä.yvi<T(iOv  'tzoK- 
ÄXXIQ  SV  xiMxprixt^  'övTSt;  £vpi<7y.6ij,eöx'  oiiSeii;  yxp  ovtw^  xfixpTix^  sktoq  slvxi  ixvTOv 
axvx^o'iTXij  ui;  (j.;^Ss  y.xv  evUv/jcyil-^vxi  to  crvvoKov  o^uiq  tvjv  xSixixv.  To  this  concep- 
tion corresponds  the  view  of  Methodius  that  Christianity  is  a  cultus  of  mysteries, 
in  which  consecration  is  unceasingly  bestowed  on  the  TsKstoii[j.svoi.  Methodius 
also  referred  Rom.  ^TI.   18  f.  to  those  born  aeain. 


I08  HISTORY   OF  DOGMA  [Chap,  i 

Christ  to  individuals.  The  deep  sleep  of  the  Protoplast  is  paral- 
leled in  the  second  Adam  by  the  sleep  of  death.  Now  as  E\  e 
was  formed  from,  and  was  part  of  the  being  of  sleeping  Adam, 
so  the  Holy  Spirit  issued  from  Christ  lying  in  the  sleep  of  death, 
and  was  part  of  his  being;  '  and  from  him  the  Church  was 
fashioned.  "The  Apostle  has  excellently  applied  the  history  (^1 
"Adam  to  Christ.  So  we  will  require  to  say  with  him  that  the 
"  Church  is  of  the  bone  and  flesh  of  Christ,  since  for  her  sake 
"the  Logos  left  the  Heavenly  Father,  and  came  down  that  he 
"might  cleave  to  his  spouse;  and  he  fell  asleep  unconscious 
"of  suffering,  dying  voluntarily  for  her,  that  he  might  presenti 
"the  Church  to  himself  glorious  and  faultless,  after  he  had  purified 
"  her  by  the  bath ;  so  that  she  might  receive  the  spiritual  and 
"  blessed  seed,  which  he  himself,  instilling  and  implanting,  scatters 
"  into  the  depths  of  the  Spirit,  whom  the  Church  receives  and, 
"  fashioning,  develops  like  a  spouse,  that  she  may  bear  and 
"  rear  virtue.  For  in  this  way  the  word  is  also  excellently  ful- 
"  filled  '  Grow  and  increase ' ;  since  the  Church  increases  daily 
"in  greatness,  beauty,  and  extent;  because  the  Logos  dwells 
"  with  her,  and  holds  communion  with  her,  and  he  even  now 
"descends  to  us,  and  in  remembrance  (Anamnesis)  of  his  suffering 
"  (continually)  dies  to  himself.  For  not  otherwise  could  the 
"  Church  continually  conceive  believers  in  her  womb,  and  bear 
"them  anew  through  the  bath  of  regeneration,  unless  Christ 
"were  repeatedly  to  die,  emptying  himself  for  the  sake  of  each 
"  individual,  in  order  to  find  acceptance  by  means  of  his  sufferings 
"continuing  and  completing  themselves;  unless,  descending  from 
"heaven,  and  united  with  his  spouse,  the  Church,  he  imparted 
"  from  his  own  side  a  certain  power,  that  all  who  are  edified 
"  in  him  should  attain  growth,  those,  namely,  who,  born  again 
"through  baptism,  have  received  flesh  of  his  flesh,  bone  of  his 

'  The  allegory  receives  .another  version  Opp.  I.,  p.  119:  //»j  tw?  «p«  x!  rpf/? 
xxjTxi  TftJi/  TTpoyövuiv  xsipx^cii  7rx(r>iQ  Ti)$  xvUpuiTrOTtiTOi;  c/j.oovo'ioi  i'!:oa'Tx<TtiC,  kxt'' 
S1KÖVX  Tivx,  w?  nx^  MeioSic-i  SoasJ — the  passage  occurs  in  Anastasius  Sin.  ap.  Mai, 
.Script.  Vet.  N.  Coll.  IX.  p.     619 — tuttikuq  yeyovxcn  tviq  xyixc,  xxi  oiioovatov  rpix- 

SoQ,      rOV      IJ.SV      XVXIT/oV     KXI     XySVVVITOV    'A3«/.4    TVTVOV    Xxi    etXS-JX    SX^'^'^O?    '■O''    XVXtTlOV 

HXi    rrxvTCtiv    xitiov    TrxvToxpxropoi;    OsoC    text    Trxrpöi;,    rev    Ss  yevvtjTov  viov  xi/rov 
tixovx    TpoSixypx^povTOi;    rov    yevvyjToC    vi'ov  kxI  Äoyov  rov   @eov.  rijc  Se  (KTopevriii; 

Ei/«C    (jVfliXiVOVa-i^Z    Tif'-'    TOV    XyiOV     XVSVj^XTOi;    SKTTOpeVTyjV    V7ni<TTX:7IV. 
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"  bone,  i.e,.  of  his  holiness  and  glory.  He,  however,  who  calls 
"bone  and  flesh  wisdom  and  virtue,  speaks  truly;  but  the  side 
"is  the  Spirit  of  truth,  the  Paraclete,  from  whom  the  enlightened 
"  receiving  their  portion  are  born  again,  in  a  worthy  manner,  to 
*'  immortality.  But  no  one  can  participate  in  the  Holy  Spirit, 
"and  be  accounted  a  member  of  Christ,  unless  the  Logos  has 
"  first  descended  upon  him,  and,  falling  asleep,  has  '  emptied ' 
"  himself,  that  he,  rising  again  and  rejuvenated,  along  with  him 
"  who  fell  asleep  for  his  sake,  and  re-fashioned  in  his  own 
"person,  may  participate  in  the  Holy  Spirit.  For  the  side  (7rAf:;^i) 
"  of  the  Logos  is  really  the  spirit  of  truth,  the  seven-formed 
"of  the  prophet,  from  whom  God,  in  accordance  with  the  self- 
"  sacrifice  of  Christ,  that  is,  the  incarnation  and  suffering  of  Christ, 
"  takes  away  something,  and  fashions  for  him  his  spouse,  in 
"other  words,  souls  fit  for  him  and  prepared  like  a  bride."' 
Methodius  accordingly,  starts  in  his  speculations  from  Adam  and 
Eve  as  the  real  types  of  Christ  and  the  Church ;  but  he  then 
varies  this,  holding  that  the  individual  soul  rather  must  become 
the  bride  of  Christ,  and  that  for  each  the  descent  of  the  Logos 
from  heaven  and  his  death  must  be  repeated — mysteriously  and 
in  the  heart  of  the  believer. 

This  variation  became,  and  precisely  through  the  instrumentality 
of  Methodius,  of  eminent  importance  in  the  history  of  dogma.'^ 
We  would  not  have  had  in  the  third  century  all  the  premises 
from  which  Catholic  Christianity  was  developed  in  the  following 
centuries,  unless  this  speculation  had  been  brought  forward,  or, 
been  given  a  central  place,  by  a  Christian  theologian  of  the 
earlier  period.  //  marks  iiotliing  less  than  the  tapering  of  the 
realistic  doctrinal  system  of  the  CJinrch  into  the  subjectivity  of 
monkish  mysticism.  For  to  Methodius,  the  history  of  the  Logos- 
Christ,  as  maintained  by  faith,  was  only  the  general  background 
of  an  inner  history,  which  required  to  repeat  itself  in  each  be- 
liever :  the  Logos  had  to  descend  from  heaven,  suffer,  die,  and 

'     Conviv.  III.   8. 

"  It  was  not  altogether  absent  in  earlier  times,  and  on  this  see  ch.  V.  §  2.  As 
we  have  remarked  above,  individualism  in  this  extreme  form  occurs  also  in  Origen; 
see,  e.rj.^  "De  orat. "  17.:  '••He  who  has  perceived  the  beauty  of  the  bride  whom 
the  Son  of  God  loves  as  bridegroom,  namely,  the  soul." 
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rise  again  for  him.  Nay,  Methodius  ah-eady  formulated  his  view 
to  the  effect  that  every  believer  must,  through  participation  in 
Christ,  be  born  as  a  Christ.  '  The  background  was,  however, 
not  a  matter  of  indifference,  seeing  that  what  took  place  in  the 
individual  must  have  first  taken  place  in  the  Church.  The  Church, 
accordingly,  zuas  to  be  revered  as  mother,  by  the  individual 
soul  which  was  to  become  the  bride  of  Christ.  In  a  word  :  here 
we  have  the  theological  speculation  of  the  future  monachism 
of  the  Church,  and  we  see  why  it  could  not  but  pair  with  the 
loftiest  obedience,  and  greatest  devotion  to  the  Church. 

But  the  evidence  that  we  have  really  here  the  fundamental 
features  of  the  monkish  mysticism  of  the  Church,  is  contained 
in  the  correct  perception  of  the  final  object  of  the  work  from 
which  the  above  details  are  taken.  The  whole  writing  seeks  to 
represent  the  state  of  virginity  as  the  condition  of  Christlikeness 
(I.  5,  p.  13).  Everything  is  directed  to  this  end ;  yet  marriage 
is  not  forbidden,  but  is  admitted  to  possess  a  mystery  of  its 
own.  Unstained  virginity  is  ranked  high  above  the  married 
state;  towards  it  all  Christians  must  strive;  it  is  the  perfectly 
Christian  life  itself  Yet  Methodius  succeeds  in  maintaining, 
beside  it,  marriage  and  sin-stained  birth  from  the  flesh  (II.  i  sq.). 
He  had  already  arrived  at  the  position  of  Catholic  monasticism; 
the  body  belonging  to  the  soul  that  would  be  the  bride  of 
Christ  must  remain  virgin.  The  proper  result  of  the  work  of 
Christ  is  represented  in  the  state  of  virginity  of  the  believers 
who  still  walk  upon  earth,  and  it  is  the  bloom  of  imperishable-, 
ness  :  "Exceedingly  great  and  wonderful  and  glorious  is  virginity, 
"and  to  speak  plainly,  following  Holy  Scripture,  this  most  noble 

1     Conviv.    VIII.    8:    'Eyw  ya.^  rav  x(.Tivx  (Apoc.  XII.    i    f.)  txvt'*^  ysvvxv  sl(iv\- 

xjipsvajTZixv  Tov  XpiiTTOv  Trpoa-Äxi^ßxvova-iv  01  (pciiri^öizsvoi,  tvjc,  Kxi"  ciioiwiTtv  (iop^j^^ 
SV  xiiTotc;  kxrvTrovi-ievtiQ  tov  ÄÖyov  xoCi  ev  xiiTOiz  yi'JV(iii/.iv>]t;  y.xTx  ts^v  XKftßvi  yjä<riv 
xxi  TTia-Tiv  wffre  hv  iKxtrnc  ysvvx<rlixi  tIv  Xpitrriv  voitröHq-  xxt  Six  tovto  vi  £KHÄii<Tioi 
(TTTxpyx  xxi  uS.'vst,  jisxpi'^^sp  ^v  0  Xpi(TTOg  sv  vii^.tv  (/.opipuo^  yswyjis/c,  ottwi;  'sy.x(rTOQ 
TÜv  xyioiv  TM  (j-STsxiiv  Xpia-rov  Xpia-roi;  ysvvy^ö^,  kx$'  cv  Äoyov  xxi  'h  nvt  ypce(p^ 
cpsperxi  "  //j}  x^pija-öe  räv  Xptaräv  (jlov  "  oiovst  Xpurrav  yeyovoTMV  twv  xxtx  i-istov- 
aixv  TOV  TVJiviJLXTOC,  £iQ  Xpt(rT0v  ßsßx7rTta-i^s\>Mv,  (TviJ.ßxK>.ovtTvti;  evTxvix  Tyjv  ev  tS 
Aoyw  Tpxvw(Tiv  xl/TtSv  Kxi  (MSTXiJiop^werfj  TV)?  SKKXyia-ixi.  Even  Tertullian  teaches 
(De  pul.  22)  that  the  martyr  who  does  what  Christ  did,  and  lives  in  Christ,  is  , 
Christ. 
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"and  fair  practice  is  alone  the  ripe  result,  the  flower  and  first 
"  fruits  of  incorruption,  and  therefore  the  Lord  promises  to  admit 
"  those  who  have  preserved  their  virginity  into  the  kingdom  of 
"  heaven  ...  for  we  must  understand  that  virginity,  while  walking 
"  upon  the  earth,  reaches  the  heavens  "  :  [zsyxX'/i  ri:  iVr/v  -jTrspCpvccg 
zx)  ßxv,ux7r'^  zx)  e-Ao!^o:  •/}  Tzxpösyix,  zx)  si  XP'^  (pxyspäü  eiTrelv 
£7rofyJyyjy  Txlc  xyixA:  ypx^ipxJc,  to   cudxp  ryjc  x^Oxp^ixc  zx)  to  xvöoi; 

ZX)      '/j      XTTXpX'^      XVT'/j:      TOVrO      TO    Xpl7T0V    ZX)    ZX?,KlTTOV    e-TTlT'/fh SU l/,X 

(/,ovov  TV/x^^vsi,  zx)  "^ix  TxiiTX  zx)  0  zvptog  elg  tvjv  ßxiiKslxy  ai^s- 
KX7XI  Tccy  o'jpxvccy  toIic  x7r07rxp^s'j£'j7XVTXz  7^xq  xvTovg  eTTxyysX- 
}.£TXi . .  . ,  TTxpOsylxy  yxp  ßxheiv  [j.h  ^tt)  y//^,  STri'^xusiv  Se  tS>v 
ovpxySiy  '^y/iTsoy  (Conv.   I.    i,  p.    ii). 

Methodius  started  from  other  premises  than  the  school  of 
Origen,  and  bitterly  opposed  the  latter,  but  in  the  end  he  came 
to  the  same  practical  result — witness  the  followers  ofHieracas. 
Their  speculations  also  led  to  the  depreciation  of  the  objective 
redemption,  and  to  monachism.  But  the  concrete  forms  were 
very  different.  In  Origen  himself  and  his  earliest  disciples  the 
Church  was  by  no  means  really  the  mother,  or,  if  it  were,  it 
was  in  a  wholly  different  sense  from  that  of  Methodius.  Ascet- 
icism and  in  particular  virginity  were  not  in  themselves  valuable, 
an  end  in  themselves,  but  means  to  the  end.  Finally,  Gnosis 
(knowledge)  was  different  from  Pistis  (faith),  and  the  ideal  was 
the  perfect  Gnostic,  who  is  freed  from  all  that  is  alien  and 
fleeting,  and  lives  in  the  eternal  and  abiding.  Methodius'  teaching 
was  different.  Pistis  and  Gnosis  were  related  to  each  other  as 
theme  and  exposition :  there  is  only  one  truth,  which  is  the 
same  for  all ;  but  on  the  soil  of  the  Church  there  is  room  for 
the  state  of  virginity,  wJiich  is  the  goal  of  the  incarnation,  \\\o\x^ 
all  may  not  yet  reach  it.  The  important  and  momentous 
achievement  of  Methodius  ^  consisted  in  subordinating  a  realistic 
Church  theology,  which  yet  was  not  destitute  of  a  speculative 
phase,  and  even  made  a  moderate  use  of  the  allegorical  method, 

'  The  theology  of  Methodius  was  in  tlie  Eastern  Churcli,  like  TeituUiairs  in 
the  West,  a  prophecy  of  the  future.  His  method  of  combining  tradition  and 
speculation  was  not  quite  attained  even  by  the  Cappadocians  in  the  4th  century. 
Men  like  Cyril  of  Alexandria  were  the  first  to  resemble  him.  /«  Methodius  ive 
have  already  the  fitial  stage  of  Greek  theology. 
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to  the  practical  object  of  securing  virginity,  a  life  in  which  God 
and  Christ  were  imitated,  (Conv.  I.  5,  p.  13:  to  imitate  God 
is  to  escape  from  corruption  \ö,uoi:f)7i::  Ofi;  (pöopx:  dTrc^vy/!]; 
Christ  is  not  only  arch-shepherd  and  arch-prophet  [ip;^/~5/,v->jv- 
apxiTrpo^'^T'/jc],  but  also  archetypal  virgin  [dpxiTrxpösyoi;]).  This 
doctrine,  as  well  as  the  practical  attitude  of  Hieracas,  and  many 
other  features,  as,  e.g.,  the  considerably  earlier  Pseudo-Clementine 
epistles  "De  virginitate,"  '  prove  that  the  great  aspiration  of 
the  time  in  the  East  was  towards  monachism,  and  Methodius 
succeeded  in  uniting  this  with  a  Church  theology.  In  spite  of  his 
polemic  against  Origen  he  did  not  despise  those  phases  of  the 
latter's  theology,  which  were  at  all  compatible  with  the  traditional 
comprehension  of  religious  doctrine.  Thus  he  accepted  the 
doctrine  of  the  Logos  implicitly  in  the  form  given  to  it  by 
Origen's  school,  without,  of  course,  entangling  himself  in  the 
disputed  terminology  (see,  e.g.,  De  creat.  11,  p.  102);  so  far  as 
I  know,  he  made  no  express  defence  of  Chiliasm,  in  spite  of  the 
high  value  he  put  on  the  Apocalypse.  He  is  even  said  by 
Socrates  (H.  E.  VI.  13)  to  have  admired  Origen,  in  one  of  his 
latest  writings,  "a  sort  of  recantation"  [ccg  h,  ttx/.i'jxIIx:).  How- 
ever that  may  be,  the  future  belonged  not  to  Origen,  nor  to 
the  scientific  religion  that  soared  above  faith,  but  to  compromises, 
such  as  those,  stamped  with  monachism,  which  Methodius 
concluded,  to  the  combination  of  realistic  and  speculative  elements, 
of  the  objectivity  of  the  Church  and  the  mysticism  of  the 
monks. "  The  great  fight  in  the  next  decades  was  undoubtedly 
to  be  fought  out  between  two  forms  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
Logos ;  the  one,  that  of  Lucian  the  martyr  and  his  school, 
which  had  adopted  elements  distinctive  of  Adoptianism,  and  the 
other,  professed  by  Alexander  of  Alexandria  and  the  Western 
theologians,  which  with  Sabellianism  held  fast  the  unity  of  the 
divine    nature.     But,    in    the    case    of   the    majority  of  Eastern 

'  See  Funk,  Patr.  App.  Opp.  II.,  pp.  i — 27,  and  Ilarnack,  Sitzungsberichte  d. 
Preuss.  Akad.  d.  Wissensch.  1891,  p.  361   ff. 

"  On  tlie  authority  of  Methodius  in  Later  times,  see  the  Testimonia  Veterum  in 
Jahn,  1.  c.  I.,  p.  6  sq.  The  defence  of  Oiigen  against  Methodius  by  Pamphilus  and 
Eusebius  has  unfortunately  been  preserved  only  to  a  very  small  e.\teut.  See  Routh, 
Reliq.  S.  IV.,  p.  339  sq. 
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Christians  in  the  4th  century,  the  background  or  basis  of  these 
opposite  views  was  formed,  not  by  a  theology  purely  Origenist, 
but  by  one  of  compromise,  which  had  resulted  from  a  combina- 
tion of  the  former  with  the  popular  idea  of  the  rules  of  faith, 
and  which  sought  its  goal,  not  in  an  absolute  knowledge  and 
the  calm  confidence  of  the  pious  sage,  but  in  virginity,  ecclesias- 
ticism,  and  a  mystical  deification.  Men  like  Methodius  became 
of  the  highest  consequence  in  the  development  of  this  theological 
genus,  which,  indeed,  could  not  but  gain  the  upper  hand  more 
and  more,  from  the  elemental  force  of  factors  existent  in  the 
Church.' 

But  while  as  regards  Origen's  theology  reservations  may  have 
gradually  grown  stronger  and  more  numerous  in  the  course  of 
the  next  decades,  theological  speculation  aimed  in  the  East, 
from  about  250 — 320,  at  a  result  than  which  nothing  grander 
or  more  assured  could  be  imagined.  In  the  West  the  old,  short, 
Creed  was  retained,  and,  except  in  one  case, "  the  Christological 
conflicts  did  not  induce  men  to  change  it.  But  hi  the  leading 
Churches  of  the  East,  aiid  during  the  given  period,  the  Creeds 
%vere  expanded  by  theological  additio7ts,  ^  afid  thus  exegetical  and 
speculative  theology  was  introduced  into  the  Apostolic  faith 
itself.  ^     Thus,    in    the     Catholic     Churches    of   the    East,    this 

1  It  is  instructive  to  notice  how  Athauasius  has  silently  and  calmly  shelved 
those  doctrines  of  Origen  which  did  not  harmonise  with  the  wording  of  the  rule 
of  faith,  or  allegorised  facts  whose  artificial  interpretation  had  ceased  to  be  tolerated. 

-    See  above,  p.   75. 

^  It  is  possible,  and  indeed  probable,  that  Creeds  were  then  set  up  for  the  first 
time  in  many  Churches.  The  history  of  the  rise  of  Creeds— further  than  the  P5ap- 
tismal  formula — in  the  East  is  wholly  obscure.  Of  course  there  always  were  detailed 
Christological  formulas,  but  the  question  is  whether  they  were  inserted  into  the 
Baptismal  formula. 

**  It  has  been  already  pointed  out  on  p.  48,  note  I,  that  the  Biblical  character 
of  some  of  those  additions  cannot  be  used  against  their  being  regarded  as  theolo- 
gical and  philosophical  formulas.  The  theology  of  Origen — -witness  his  letter  to 
Gregory — -was  throughout  exegetical  and  speculative;  therefore  the  reception  of 
certain  Biblical  predicates  of  Christ  into  the  Creeds  meant  a  desire  to  legitimise  the 
speculation  which  clung  to  them  as  Apostolic.  The  Churches,  however,  by  setting 
up  theological  Creeds  only  repeated  a  development  in  which  they  had  been  anti- 
cipated about  120  years  before  by  the  "Gnostics."  Tlie  latter  had  theologically 
worked  out  Creeds  as  early  as  in  the  second  century.  Tertullian,  it  is  true,  says  of 
the    Valentinians    (adv.  Valent.    I.)    '•'•  coDimmicm    fulcnt  aßhnianl^^  i.e.,  they  adapt 
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theology  was  for  ever  fused  with  the  faith  itself.  A  striking 
example  has  been  already  quoted;  those  six  Bishops  who 
wrote  against  Paul  of  Samosata  in  the  seventh  decade  of  the 
third  century,  submitted  a  Rule  of  Faith,  which  had  been  elabor- 
ated philosophically  and  theologically,  as  the  faith  handed  down 

themselves  to  the  common  faith;  but  he  hunself  relates  (De  canie,  20;  see  Iren.  I.  7,  2) 
that    they    preferred   "J/as    Mxpixt;''    to    '■'•  ky.    M«p/«;";  in  other  words,  of  these  two 
prepositions,  which  were  still  used  without  question  even  in  Justin's  time,  they,  on 
tlieological   grounds,    admitted  only  the  one.  So  also  they  said  "Resurrection   from 
the  dead  "    instead  of  "  of  the  body."  Irenaeus  as  well  as  Tertulliau  has  spoken  of 
the    "blasphemous"    regulcc   of   the    Gnostics   and    Marcionites  which  were  always 
being    changed  (Iren.  I.  21   5,  III.   11   3,  I.  31   3;  II  pra;f.;  II.   19  8,  III.   16,   i,  5; 
TertulL,  De  prsescr.  42;  Adv.  Valent.  4;   Adv,  Marc.  I.   i,  IV.  5,  IV.   17).    We  can 
still    partly    reconstruct    these    "  Rules "    from    the  Philosoph,  and  the  Syntagma  of 
Hippolytus  (see  esp.  the  7-egula  of  Apelles  in  Epiphan.  H.  XLIV^.  2).     They  have 
mutatis   vmtandis    the    most    striking   similarity  to  the  oriental  confessions  of  faith 
published  since  the  end  of  the  third  century;  compare,  e.g.^  the  Creed,  given  under, 
of   Gregorius  Thaumaturgus  with  the  Gnostic  rules  of  faith  which  Hippolytus  had 
before  him  in  the  Philosoph.  There  is,  further,  a  striking  affinity  between  them  in 
the    fact    that    the  ancient  Gnostics  already  appealed  in  support  of  their  regitla:  to 
secret    tradition,    be    it    of  one  of  the  Apostles  or  all,  yet  without  renouncing  the 
attestation  of  these  rules  by  Holy  Scripture  through  the  spiritual  (pneumatic)  metliod 
of    E.Kegesis.    Precisely   the  same  thing  took  place  in  the  Eastern  Churches  of  the 
next    age.     For    the    tenor    and    phrasing    of  the  new  Creeds  which  seemed  to  be 
necessary,    the    appeal    to    Holy    Scripture    was   even    here  insufficient,  and  it  was 
necessary  to  resort  to  special  revelations,  as  in  the  case  alluded  to,  p.   115,  note  3, 
or  to  a  TTOiföihoryic,  'ä.y(x^oc,  of  the  Church.  That  the  new  theology  and  Christology 
had    found    their    way    into  the  psalms  sung  in  the  Church,  can  be  seen  from  the 
Synodal    document    on  Paul  of  Samosata  (Euseb.   VII.   30,   11),  where  it  is  said   of 
tlie  l]ishop :    ■\)xK{J.ohc,   roiic,  [jam  sit;  rov  nvpiov  vjimSjv    'I.   Xp.  "ttxiktuq  ut;  Si^  vswTspov? 
Kxi    vewTspuv  oivSpctiv  (TvyypociJ.tJ.xTc/..,    />.,  Paul  set  aside  those  Church  songs  which 
contained    the    philosophical    or    Ale.xandrian    christology.    In  this  i-espect  also  the 
Church    followed    the  Gnostics:    compare  in  the  period  immediately  following,  the 
songs    of  Arius,    on  the  one  hand,  and  the  orthodox  hymns  on  the  other;  for  we 
know  of  Marcionite,  Valentinian,  and  Bardesanian  psalms  and  hymns.  (See  the  close 
of   the   Muratorian  Fragment,  further  my  investigations  in  the  Ztschr.  f.  wissensch. 
Theol.,  1876,  p.   109  ff.;  Tertull.,  De  Carne  Chr.   17;  Hippol.,  Philos.  VI.  37;  the 
psalms    of    Bardesanes    in    Ephraim  ;    the  Gnostic  hymns  in  the  Acts  of  John  and 
Thomas,    in   the  Pistis  Sophios,  etc.).    It  is  self-evident  that  these  psalms  contained 
the    characteristic    theology    of  the  Gnostics;  this  also  appears  from  the  fragments 
that  have  been  preserved,  and  is  very  clearly  confirmed  by  Tertullian,  who  says  of 
Ale.xander  the  Valentinian  (I.e.):  '■'•  sedremisso  Alexa/iciro  cii?n  suis  syllogismis^ctiam 
nun    Psalmis     Valentini^    qiios    magna    imfudentia^    quasi    idonei  alictiitis  auctoris 
interserit.''''     The    scholastic    form    of  the  Church  was  more  and  more  complete  in 
the    East    in    the    second   half   of  the    third    century,  after  one  school,  that  of  the 
Alexandrian  Catechists,  had  finally  succeeded   in  partly   insinuating  its  teaciiing  into   . 
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in  the  holy  Catholic  Church  from  the  Apostles.  '  But  we  possess 
numerous  other  proofs.  Gregory  of  Nyssa  tells  us  that  from  the 
days  of  Gregory  Thaumaturgus  till  his  own,  the  Creed  of  the 
latter  formed  the  foundation  of  the  instruction  given  to  catechu- 
mens in  Neo-Ccesarea,  But  this  Creed "  was  neither  more  nor 
less    than    a    compendium    of  Origen's   theology,  ^   which,  here, 

the  Church.  Where  Valentine  Basilides,  etc.,  had  absolutely  failed,  and  Bardesanes 
partly  succeeded,  the  School  of  Origen  had  been  almost  entirely  successful.  It  is 
very  characteristic  that  the  ecclesiastical  parties  which  opposed  each  other  in  the 
third  century  applied  the  term  "school"  {§iScea-y.x^e7ov)  as  an  opprobrious  epithet 
to  their  antagonists.  This  term  was  meant  to  signify  a  communion  which  rested 
on  a  merely  human,  instead  of  a  revealed  doctrine.  But  the  Church  nearly  approx- 
imated, in  respect  of  doctrine,  to  the  form  of  the  philosophic  schools,  at  the 
moment  when  her  powerful  organisation  destroyed  every  analogy  with  them,  and 
wlien  the  possession  of  the  two  Testaments  marked  her  off  definitely  from  them. 
Much  might  be  said  on  "schola"'  and  "ecclesia";  a  good  beginning  has  been 
made  by  Lange,  Haus  und  Halle,  1885,  p.  288  ff.  See  also  v.  Wilamowitz-Möllen- 
dorff,  -'Die  rechtliche  Stellung  der  Philosophenschulen,"   18S1. 

1  See  also  the  document  in  Eusebius,  H.  E.  VIII.  30,  6,  where  it  is  said  of  Paul : 
iZToa-TÄ?  Tov  Kxvövot;  sTTi  y.iß^v\\x  y.x)  vodx  SiSxyiJ.XTX  /itETfAi^Aväsy. 

2  Caspari.  1.  c.  IV.,  p.   10.  27.  Hahn,  §  114. 

3  It  runs:  Ei?  @£oq,  Trxrijp  Äoyov  ^cUvro^,  a-o^ptxi;  vipsa-TMo-yis  xxi  SvvxiJ.sctii;  xxt 
Xxpxy.riipo^  xiSi'ov,  rs^eto^  rsÄsiov  ysvvvtToop,  vxriip  viov  iiovo'ysvoij(;,  e7?  xvpioi;, 
(jlovcc;  \y.  [/.ovov,  ®£ct;  sk  &eov^  x^P^'^'''*iP  ''•^'  stxaiv  rj^i;  QeäTVjrof;,  ÄÖyoi;  svspyÖQ,  trocpix 
TviQ  rüv  ö^cov  a-v(TTxtreciii  Trspisy.riy.ij  xxt  SvvxiziQ  TVjt;  öAsj?  KTitrswi;  ttoh^tikvi^  vio^ 
xf^yjiivbi;  xÄyjStvov  TTXTpöi;,  xöpxTOi  xopxTOV  y.x)  x(^5xpT0(;  x^pixprou  y.xi  xixvxTog  xix- 

VXTOV  KX)  xfSlOQ  xiSlOV.  KXI  "iV  TTVEVI^X  XytOV,  SSi  &SOV  rijV  'uTTXp^lV  'ixOV  KX}  J<'  VIOV 
TTSi^llVOi;      [S>!^X$ii    ToT;    XV^pMTTOlÖ],    SIHMV    TOV    VIOV,    TS^SlOV    TBKSIX,    ^wi)    ^OlVTClJV    XlTlX, 

[yryjyi^  xyix'\  xyiörvtQ  xyixa-(/.ov  x.'^p-ziyoi;,  hv  Si  (pxvspovrxt  @söi;  6  Trxriip  6  stti  ttxvtwv 
y.xi  iv  TTxa-i,  kxi  @eoi;  6  vi'o^  6  Six  TrxvTCOv-rptxt;  tsKsix,  S6%vi  ax)  xi$i6r>iTi  y.xi 
ßxa-iÄsix  i^i;  iJ-spi^oj-isv/i  (ziiSs  «9r«AAorp/oti/^sv;^.  Ot/Ve  oi/v  ktiittöv  ti  jj  Sov?xv  ev  t>5 
rpixSi,  ovrs  STrsia-xy.Tcv,  on;  Trporspov  (ikv  ovx  vTrxpxov,  va-repov  Se  £7reia-£ÄÖ6v  ovrs 
yxp  svs?^i7rs  ttots  vibi;  Trxrpi  ovrs  vim  ttvsvi^x,  äAA'  xTpsTrrot;  y.x)  xyxXXoid^roc,  i\ 
xvTyj  Tpixc,  xei.  It  ought  to  be  distinctly  noticed  that  the  genuineness  of  this  Creed 
is,  in  spite  of  Caspari's  brilliant  defence,  not  raised  above  all  doubt.  But  the 
external  and  internal  evidence  in  support  of  its  authenticity  seem  to  me  over- 
whelming. According  to  Gregory  of  Nyssa  it  was  said  to  have  been  revealed  to 
Gregory  Thaumaturgus  immediately  before  entering  on  his  Bishopric,  by  the 
Virgin  Mary  and  the  Apostle  John.  If  this  legend  is  old,  and  there  is  nothing  to 
show  it  is  not,  then  we  may  regard  it  as  proving  that  this  confession  of  faith  could 
only  be  introduced  into  the  Church  by  the  use  of  extraordinary  means.  The  abstract, 
unbiblical  character  of  the  Ci-eed  is  noteworthy  ;  it  is  admirably  suited  to  a  follower  of 
Origen  like  Gregory;  but  it  is  less  suited  to  a  post-Nicene  Bishop.  Origen  himself 
would  hardly  have  approved  of  so  unbiblical  a  Creed.  It  points  to  a  time  in  wdiich 
there  was  imminent  danger  of  theological  speculation  relaxing  its  connection  with 
the  Books  of  Revelation. 
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was  thus  introduced  into  the  faith  and  instruction  of  the 
Church.  Further,  it  is  clear  from  the  letter  of  Alexander  of 
Alexandria  to  Alexander  of  Constantinople,  that  the  Church  of 
Alexandria  possessed  at  that  time  a  Creed  which  had  been 
elaborated  theologically. '  After  the  Bishop  has  quoted  extensive 
portions  of  it,  which  he  describes  as  "  the  whole  pious  Apostolic 
doctrine"  (tt^ztx  >i  dTrcrro?.!'/,-/!  svTsßvig  ^otx),  he  closes  with  the 
words  "these  things  we  teach  and  preach,  that  is  the  Apostolic 
dogmas  of  the  Church"  {rocvrx  ^i^z7'/.oy.£-j^  txvtx  z'/ipvrrofy.sy, 
TXVTiX,  rijg  ^zxXvjTiiXc  toc  ix7ro7ro?.izx  ^oyiJ.XTx).  But  these  dogmas 
belong  to  Origen's  theology.  Finally,  we  perceive  from  the 
Nicene  transactions,  that  many  Churches  then  possessed  Creeds, 
which  contained  the  Biblical  theological  formulas  of  Origen. 
We  may  assert  this  decidedly  of  the  Churches  of  Caesarea, 
Jerusalem,  and  Antioch. "  The  entire  undertaking  of  the  Fathers 

'  See  Theodoiet,  11.  E.  I.  4;  Hahn,  I.e.,  §  65:  T[ta-TeiioiJ.sv,  uiq  tPi  xTroa-TOÄiKPi 
eayiÄvjalx  So>cs7,  e<$  (zovov  xyBWi^TOV  Trxrepx,  ouSevx  rov  slvan  xiiTui  tov  xirtov 
'ixOMTx .  .  .  xxi  st^  svx  ntjpiov  ''IvjO'ovv  Xpia-Tov,  TOV  vidv  TOV  @sov  TOV  (J.ovoysvvi,  yev- 
vi^isvTX  ovH  sy.  TOV  liij  'SvTO^,  «AA'  SK  TOV  'ovTOZ  7rxTp6(;  .  .  .  Tpo^  Ss  T^  svaeßel  rat/rvi 
TTtp;  TTXTpoQ  XXI  viov  Sö^yf,  xx^MQ  yji-iXQ  xi  Qelxi  ypx(pxt  StSxi7>iov(7tv,  ''sv  ttvsvijCx  xyiov 
ö(j.o^oyovjjLSV,    TO   iixivi(7xv   TovQ  TS  Tvj^  TTXÄxixi;  Stxi^xyiQ  xylovz  xvSpMTTOvt;  y.xi  Tovt; 

''■5??     XpVllJ.XTt^OV<TVjt;     XXlVVfl;    TTXiSsVTXQ    SsiOV^.    (J.IXV    XXI    (J.6v\^V    Xx5oÄty.\^V,    TifV    xttoo-to- 

?^iK^v  SKHA^ia-ixv,  xxxix/psTOV  (iifv  xsi,  XXV  Tcxc;  6  x6(r(j.0i  xvr^  ttoAs^/e/i/  ßov^.£vyiTxi  .  .  . 

MSTX     TOVTMV     T)jV     SK    VSXpooV    äiVX(TTX(rtV    OtSxfZSV,    J^?    XTTXpX^I    ysyOVSV    6    XVptOi    i^lJ-ÜV 

'■[.  Xp.,  a-ä(j.x  cpopsiTXQ  xÄyiöäi;  xxi  oh  $oxj^<r£t,  ex  tj^?  Ssotoxov  (one  of  the  earliest 
passages,  of  which  we  are  certain,  for  this  expression;  yet  it  was  probably  already 
used  in  the  middle  of  the  third  century;  a  treatise  was  also  written  Trspi  tvi^^boto- 
y.ov  by  Pieriu.s)  MxpixQ,  Itt;  avvTSÄsix  tüv  xJciivuv,  iii;  xHtvio-iv  xix.xpTix<;£  TriS^iziia-xg 
TO)  yivet  TÜv  «v!)/3Wtwv,  arxvpuis^q  xx)  xttoQxvÜv,  «AA'  oii  Six  txvtx  Ti^i^  ixvTOv 
QsoTtiroi;  '^ttuv  ysysvyfi^svoi;^  xvxo-txi;  sx  vsxpuv,  ÄvaA!^//4'^^'?  ^'^  oi/pxvo7q,  xxOtiiu.svoi; 
sv  Se'tix  tJ)?  (J.syxÄüXj'vviit;. 

"  The  Ccesarean  Creed  in  Athanasius,  Socrates,  Theodoret  and  Gelasius,  see 
Halm,    §    Ii6  and   Hort,  Two  Dissertations,  pp.  138,  139.  It  runs:  Tlia-Tsvoiisv  eJ^ 

£VX     ©ebv     TTXTSpX    TTXVTOXpXTOpX,    TOV    TcSv    XTTXVTMV    OpXTÜV    TS     XXI    XOpXTlÜV    TTOtV^TViV. 

Kxi    £ig    evx    xvpiov  'I  Xp.,  tov  tov  @eov  Xoyov,  0eov  ix  ®£ov,  (put;  sx  (pWTOQ,  ^aiijv 

SK       '^OOVIZ,     VlOV    IZOVOySVVI,    TrpCCTOTOXOV    TTXITVJi    XriCSUCi,    %pO    XXVrUV    TÜV    XtälVCÜV    sx    TOV 

TTXTpot;  ysysvvymsvov,  St''  ov  xxi  sysvsTO  tx  ttxvtx'  tov  Six  tjJv  vtiiSTspxv  a-oor^pt'xv 
(TxpHuäsvTx  XXI  SV  xvSpMTTOii;  7rohiTSV(rx(j.svov,  xxi  TTxöovTX,  xx)  xvxaTxvTX  T^  t/j/tjj 
illj.spx,  xxi  xvsäSövtx  vpoi;  tov  TTXTspx,  xxi  '^%ovtx  isxhiv  sv  Sot^  xptvxt  ^üvtxi;  xxi 
vsxpovi.  Kxi  sit;  •xvsvfj.x  xyiov.  This  Creed  is  also  remarkable  from  its  markedly 
theological  character.  On  the  Creeds  of  Antioch  and  Jerusalem,  which  are  at  any 
rate  earlier  then  A.D.  325,  see  Hort,  (I.e.  73)  and  Hahn,  §  63.  We  cannot  appeal, 
as  regards  the  phrasing,  to  the  so-called  Creed  of  Lucian  (Hahn,  §  115).  Vet  it  is 
extremely  probable  that  it  is  based  on  a  Creed  by  Lucian. 
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of  the  Nicene  Council  to  set  up  a  theological  Creed  to  be  ob- 
served by  the  whole  Church,   would  have  been  impossible,  had 
not    the    Churches,    or   at  least  the  chief  Churches,  of  the  East 
already    been    accustomed    to    such    Symbols.     These  Churches 
had    thus     passed,    in    the    generations    immediately    preceding 
the    Nicene,    through    a    Creed-forming    period,    to    which    little 
attention    has    hitherto    been    paid.      In    its    beginning    and    its 
course    it    is    wholly    obscure,    but    it    laid   the  foundation  for 
the     develop7nent    of    theological    dogmatics,    peculiar     to     the 
Churchy  in  the  fourth  and  fifth  centuries.  It  laid  the  foundation 
—  for   the    following   epoch    was    distinguished  from  this  one  by 
the    fact    that   the  precise  definitions  demanded  by  the  doctrine 
of  redemption,    as  contained  within   the  frame- work  of  Origen's 
theology,    were    fixed   and    made    exclusive.     Thus    the  dangers 
were    guarded  against,  which  rose  out  of  the  circumstance,  that 
the    philosophical    theory    of  God,    and    the    idea    of  the  Logos 
which    belonged    to    it,    had   been    received   into    the  system  of 
religion,    i.e.,   the   Neo-platonic    method    and   circle  of  ideas  had 
been  legitimised,  without  the  traditional  tenets  of  the  faith  having 
been  sufficiently  protected  against  them.    In  the  new  Creeds  of 
the  period  260 — 325   we  find  the  conditions  to  hand  for  a  system 
of  religion  based  on  the  philosophical  doctrine  of  God,  a  system 
specifically    belonging    to    the  Church,  completely   expressed  in 
fixed    and    technical    terms,    and  scientific.     We  find  the  condi- 
tions ready — but  nothing  more,   or  less.  But  it  was  also  due  to 
the  Creeds  that  in  after  times  every  controversy  of  the  schools 
necessarily  became  a  conflict  that  moved  and  shook  the  Church 
to  its  very  depths.     The  men,  however,  who  in  the  fourth  and 
fifth  centuries  made  orthodox  dogma,  were  undoubtedly  influenced, 
to  a  greater  degree  than  their  predecessors  of  from  A.D.  260 — 
315,  by  specifically  Church  ideas;  and  their  work,  if  we  measure 
it    by    the    mixture    of  ideas  and  methods  which  they  received 
from    tradition,    was    eminently    a    conservative    reduction    and 
securing  of  tradition,  so  far  as  that  was  still  in  their  possession. 
It    was     really     a     new    thing,    a    first    step    of   immeasurable 
significance,    when    Athanasius    staked    his  whole  life  on  the  re- 
cognition of  a  single  attribute — the  consubstantiality — of  Christ, 
and  rejected  all  others  as  being  liable  to  pagan  misinterpretation. 
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At  the  beginning  of  the  fourth  century,  Rules  of  Faith  and 
theology  were  differently  related  to  each  other  in  the  Churches 
of  the  East  and  West.  In  the  latter,  the  phraseology  of  the 
primitive  Creed  was  strictly  adhered  to,  and  a  simple  antignostic 
interpretation  was  thought  sufficient,  by  means  of  formulas  like 
"Father,  Son,  and  Spirit:  one  God''' — "Jesus  Christ,  God  and 
man" — "Jesus  Christ,  the  Logos,  wisdom,  and  power  of  God  "  — 
In  the  former,  theological  formulas  were  admitted  into  the  Con- 
fession of  Faith  itself,  which  was  thus  shaped  into  a  theological 
compendium  ostensibly  coming  from  the  Apostles.  But  in  both 
cases,  the  personal  reality,  and,  with  it,  the  pre-existence  of  the 
divinity  manifested  in  Christ,  were  recognised  by  the  vast 
majority ;  '  they  were  included  in  the  instruction  given  to  Cate- 
chumens ;  they  furnished  the  point  of  view  from  which  men 
sought  to  understand  the  Person  of  Christ.  And,  accordingly, 
the  accurate  definition  of  the  relation  of  the  Deity  to  that  other 
divine  nature  which  appeared  on  earth  necessarily  became  the 
chief  problem  of  the  future. 

1  See  the  interesting  passage  in  Eusebius'  letter  to  his  Cliurch,  in  which  lie 
(sophistically)  so  defends  the  rejection  of  the  oxjk  ^v  TTfo  tov  yswiiii^vxi,  as  to  fall 
back  upon  the  universally  recognised  pre-existence  of  Christ  (Theodoret,  H.  E.  I.  12). 
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TX  §s  <7;^eV£/  (piÄisit;  uparovne-jx  vTrepxr^slTCii. 
Paul  ok  Samosata. 

Ohne  Autorität  kann  der  Mensch  nicht  exisliren, 
und  doch  bringt  sie  ebensoviel  Irrthum  als 
Wahrheit  mit  sich  ;  sie  verewigt  im  Einzelnen, 
was  einzeln  vorübergehen  sollte,  lehnt  ab  und 
lässt  vorübergehen,  was  festgehalten  werden 
sollte,  und  ist  hauptsächlich  Ursache  dass  die 
Menschheit  nicht  vom  Flecke  kommt. 
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THE  HISTORY  OF  THE  DEVELOPMENT  OF  DOGMA 

AS    THE  DOCTRINE  OF  THE  GOD-MAN  ON  THE 

BASIS  OF  NATURAL   THEOLOGY. 

CHAPTER    I. 

HISTORICAL   SITUATION.  ' 

The    first  main  division  of  the  history  of  dogma  closed  with 
the  adoption  of  the  Logos  doctrine  as  the  central  dogma  of  the 
Church,  and  with  the  accompanying  revision  in  the  East  of  the  old 
formulas  of  the  faith  under  the  influence  of  philosophical  theology. 
The  testament  of  primitive  Christianity — the  Holy  Scriptures — and 
the  Testament  of  Antiquity — -Neoplatonic  speculation — were    in- 
timately  and,    as  it  seemed,  inseparably  connected  in  the  great 
Churches    of  the  East.     The  system  of  doctrine  estabhshed  by 
the    Church    in    the    third    century   corresponded  to  the  Church 
whose  structure  appeared  complete  in  the  same  period.     As  the 
political    powers    of   the  Roman  Empire  were  conserved  in  the 
Catholic    Church,  so  also  were  the  spiritual  forces  of  Antiquity 
in  its  faith.     Both  required  to  be  invested  with  divine  lustre  in 
order    to    live    through    storms    and  amid  universal  ruin,  -     But 
Christianity    was  by  no  means  completely  Hellenised  in  Catho- 
licism;   that    is    proved,    if  we  needed  proof,  by  the  attacks  of 

1  Walch,  Entw.  einer  vollst.  Historie  der  Ketzereien,  1762  ff.  Hefele,  Koncilien- 
gesch.,  2  Bd.  I. — IV.  Histories  of  the  Roman  Empire  by  Tillemont,  Gibbon,  Riciiter 
und  Ranke  (Weltgesch.,  Bd.  IV.  und  V.).  Reville,  Die  Religion  z.  Rom  unter  den 
Severern  (German  translation  by  Krüger,  1888).  V.  Schnitze,  Gesch.  des  Unter- 
gangs des  griechisch-römischen  Heidenthums,  2  Bde.,  1887  f.  Boissier,  La  fin  du 
paganisme,  2  Bde.  1891.  Dorner,  Entw.-Gesch.  d.  L.  v.  d.  Person  Christi,  IL,  1853. 
H.  Schultz,  Die  L.  v.  d.  Gottheit  Christi,  1881.  Gass,  Symbolik  d.  griech.  Kirche, 
1872.  Kattenbuch,  Lehrbuch  d.  vergleichenden  Konfessionskunde,  i  Bd.,  1890. 
Denz'nger,  Ritus  Orientalium,  2  Bde.   1863  f. 

2  Tiele,  Kompendium  der  Relig.  Gesch.  (German  transl.),  p.  283:  "the  Catholic 
Church  is  the  secular  Roman  rule,  modified  and  consecrated  by  Christian  ideas." 
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Porphyry  and  Julian.  Undoubtedly  all  the  institutions  and  ideas 
felt  to  be  necessary  were  included  in  the  "  Apostolic  tradition " 
to  an  increasing  extent.  But  since  a  place  had  been  given  in 
that  tradition  to  the  O.  T.  and  the  written  memorials  of  primitive 
Christianity,  these  really  furnished  aids  to  the  comprehension  of 
the  Gospel,  which  had  certainly  been  obscured  in  the"  Gnosis'' 
as  well  as  in  the  " Neza  Lazu'".  The  theology  of  Origen,  in 
spite  of  some  very  earnest  attacks  upon  it,  was  held  in  the 
East  to  be  the  pattern  and  the  inexhaustible  source  of  the  theology 
of  the  Church,  so  far  as  a  scientific  system  was  desired.  Even  its 
opponents,  like  Methodius,  could  not  escape  its  influence.  From 
its  rich  store  of  formulas  were  more  fully  elaborated,  in  opposi- 
tion to  what  was  called  Ebionitism  and  Sabellianism,  those 
confessions  which  were  employed  in  the  cultus  and  instruction 
of  the  Church,  and  which,  thus  enriched,  were  then  invested 
with  some  sort  of  Apostolic  authority.  ^  The  West  did  not  go 
so  far;  yet  it  was  perfectly  defenceless  against  the  "advances" 
made  by  the  Church  in  the  Eastern  half  of  the  Empire ;  for 
certain  theological  and  Christological  conceptions  to  which  it 
also  clung,  made  any  counter-movement  impossible,  though  many 
teachers,  preachers,  and  apologists  went  ways  of  their  own,  and 
in  their  doctrines  of  Christ  and  salvation  mixed  up  obselete 
Christian  traditions  with  the  popular  philosophy  of  the  West. 
Looking  to  theological  metaphysics  as  wrapped  up  in  the  official 
formulas  of  the  Church,  the  difference  was  finally  only  one  of 
degree.  It  showed  itself  among  those  less  interested  and  scholarly, 
who  were  therefore  conservative  in  their  instincts  and  looked 
with  distrust  on  the  theology  of  Origen ;  they  thought  with 
perfect  simplicity  that  their  own  formulas :  "  Father,  Son,  and 
Spirit;  one  God",  "Christ,  the  Logos,  wisdom,  and  power  of 
God",  '^ ducE  siibstayitice,  iina  persona'",  "Jesus  Christ,  God  and 
man",  constituted  the  "faith"  which  needed  no  explanation. 
The  element  of  speculative  philosophy  was  as  a  rule  weak  in 
the  system  of  religion  of  the  West.  In  place  of  it,  the  West 
of  Tertullian  possessed  a  series  of  juristic  "plans"  which  were 
destined  to  have  a  great  future. 

In  spite  of  many  far-reaching  differences  in  their  practical  and 

I    See  above  p.  47  ff.,  113  ff. 
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theoretical  interests,  in  spite  of  the  development  in  ecclesiastical 
affairs,  Christians  in  East  and  West  felt  that  they  belonged  to 
one  united  Church.  The  Novatian  and  Samosatian  controversies 
ultimately  resulted  in  strengthening  the  consciousness  of 
unity, ^  even  though  a  not  altogether  insignificant  part  of  Chris- 
tendom cast  itself  adrift.  These  controversies  showed  plainly 
that  the  Western  and  Eastern  communities  held  substantially 
the  same  position  in  the  world,  and  that  both  required  to  use 
the  same  means  to  maintain  it.  Communities  everywhere  adopted 
the  character  of  the  Church  of  the  world.  Their  union  preserved 
all  the  features  of  a  political  society,  and,  at  the  same  time, 
of  a  disciplinary  institution,  equipped  with  sacred  sanctions  and 
dreadful  punishments,  in  which  individual  independence  was  lost.  ' 
Of  course,  in  proportion  as  this  confederacy  of  Christians  adapted 
itself  to  civic,  national,  and  political  relationships,  in  order  to 
maintain  and  strengthen  itself,  the  integrity  of  the  Church  was 
most  gravely  imperilled,  when  these  very  relationships  lost  their 
last  shreds  of  unity  in  the  collapse  of  the  Empire.  Above  all, 
the  great  cleavage  between  the  Eastern  and  Western  halves  of 
the  Empire  could  not  fail  to  be  prejudicial  to  the  Church.  But 
about  the  close  of  the  third  century  the  latter,  in  spite  of 
discontent  in  its  midst,  held  more  firmly  together  than  the 
Empire,  and  its  unity  was  still  maintained  after  the  fourth 
century  by  great  Emperors  and  influential  theologians.  ^ 

In  addition  to  the  episcopal  constitution,  uniformly  and  strictly 
carried  out,  the  common  basis  of  the  Churches  was  due  to  the 
recognition  of  the  same  authorities  and  designs,  the  uniform 
apjDreciation  of  sacramental  rites,  and  the  strong  tendency  to 
asceticism  for  the  sake  of  a  future  life.  It  was,  at  first,  too 
stable  for  the  difterent  forces  which  threatened  to  shatter  the 
Empire,  and  also,  in  consequence,  beat  upon  the  Imperial  Church. 
But  this  basis  was  nevertheless  insufficient.  It  can  be  easily 
shown    that    the    elements    composing    it    were    as  incapable  ot 

'  See  on  this  the  correspondence  between  the  oriental  Bishops  and  Julius  of 
Rome;  Socr.,  H.  E.,  II.  15;  Ep.  Julii  ap  Äthan.,  Apolog.  c.  Arian,  ch.  21   sq. 

-    See  Vol.  II.,  p.   122  f. 

3  Reuter,  Augustinische  Studien,  in  the  Zeitschr.  f.  K. -Gesch.  V.,  p.  349  ff., 
\T.,  p.   155  ff.,  190. 
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guaranteeing  the  unity,  as  of  protecting  the  Christianity,  of  the 
Church,  through  a  prolonged  period. 

Among  the  authorities  tlie  two  Testaments,  combined  by  the 
evidence  of  prophecy  and  allegorical  explanation,  took  the  first, 
indeed,  strictly  speaking,  a  unique  place.  But  not  only  was  their 
extent  not  absolutely  decided,  but  their  interpretation  was  wholly 
uncertain.  In  addition  to  this,  the  scope  to  be  left  to  the  "Apos- 
tolic tradition  ",  i.e.,  the  illusion  of"  antiquity  ",  and  to  the  decision 
of  episcopal  synods,  was  by  no  means  defined  ;  for  the  sufficiency 
of  Holy  Scripture  was  placed,  theoretically,  beyond  doubt. 
But  where  elementary  wants,  felt  by  the  great  majority,  were 
to  be  satisfied,  where  a  reassuring  sanction  was  required  for  the 
advancing  secularisation,  men  did  not  rack  their  brains,  if  no 
inconvenient  monitors  were  in  the  way,  to  find  precedents 
in  Holy  Scripture  for  what  was  novel.  They  went  right  back 
to  the  Apostles,  and  deduced  from  secret  traditions  what  no 
tradition  ever  possessed.  Huge  spheres  of  ecclesiastical  activity 
embracing  new  and  extensive  institutions — the  reception  of  na- 
tional customs  and  of  the  practices  of  heathen  sects — were  in 
this  way  placed  under  "Apostolic"  sanction,  without  any 
controversy  starting  worth  mention.  This  is  true,  e.g.^  of  the 
ritual  of  worship  and  ecclesiastical  discipline,  "The  sacred 
canons"  or  "the  apostolic  canons"  constituted  from  the  close  of 
the  third  century,  a  court  of  appeal,  which  practically  held  the 
same  rank  as  the  sacred  writings,  and  which,  especially  in  the 
East,  cast  its  protection  to  an  increasing  extent  over  national 
customs  and  traditional  morals  in  the  face  of  attacks  of  every 
kind.  It  is  obvious  that  authorities  so  obtained  were  likely,  in 
the  end,  to  divide  the  Churches  of  the  different  nations. 

The  crudest  superstition  was  thus  consecrated  by  "  apostolic  " 
decrees,  or  legitimised,  after  the  event,  from  the  O.  T.,  '  and 
from  the  middle  of  the  third  century  it  ascended  from  the  lower 
strata  of  Christians  to  the  upper,  which  had  lost  all  spiritual 
stability.  And  now  in  the  fourth  century,  when  Church  and 
State  were  fused  into  one,  everything  was  assigned  to  the  former 
which  had  ever,  or  anywhere  been  regarded  as  venerable  or 
holy.  As  it  had  submitted  to  the  Church,  it  demanded  indulgent 

'     See  my  Edition  of  the  ^loocx^i  Prolegg.    pp.  222   ff.,  239  ff. 
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treatment.  The  religion  of  pure  reason  and  of  the  strictest 
moraHty,  the  Christianity  which  the  ancient  apologists  had  once 
portrayed,  had  long  changed  into  a  religion  of  the  most  power- 
ful rites,  of  mysterious  means,  and  an  external  sanctity.  The 
historical  tradition  of  Christ  and  the  founding  of  Christianity  was 
turned  into  a  romance,  and  this  historical  romance,  which  was 
interwoven  with  the  religion,  constantly  received  new  chapters. 
The  stream  of  the  history  of  salvation  ended  in  a  waste  swamp 
of  countless  and  confused  sacred  tales,  and  in  its  course  took 
in  heathen  fictions  and  the  stories  of  gods  and  heroes.  Every 
traditional  holy  rite  became  the  centre  of  new  sacred  ceremonies, 
and  every  faUing  off  in  morality  was  covered  by  increasing  the 
religious  apparatus.  The  idea  of  forgiveness  of  sins  was  to  many 
a  cloak  for  frivolity  and  wickedness.  Up  to  the  middle  of  the 
third  century,  every  Catholic  Christian  was,  in  all  probability, 
a  genuine  monotheist.  That  can  no  longer  be  said  of  the 
generations  who  afterwards  pressed  into  the  Church.  Polytheism 
had  lost  its  name,  indeed,  but  not  its  influence  in  the  Church 
of  the  fourth  century.  Great  masses  preserved,  in  spite  of  their 
baptism,  the  piety  to  which  they  had  been  accustomed.  Christian 
priests  had  to  respect  and  adjust  superstition,  in  order  to  keep 
the  leadership  in  their  hands,  and  theologians  had  no  difficulty 
in  finding,  in  the  O.  T.  and  in  many  views  and  usages  of 
Christian  antiquity,  means  of  justifying  what  was  most  novel, 
alien,  and  absurd.  Miracles,  were  of  everyday  occurrence,  and 
they  were  barbarous  and  detestable  miracles,  directed  to  meet 
the  meanest  instincts,  and  offensive  to  even  moderately  clear 
heads.  '     The    Christian    religion   threatened    to    become  a  new 

1  Compare  the  criticism  by  Julian  and  his  friends  of  the  Christian  religion  and 
the  worship  paid  to  saints  and  relics,  or  read  the  writings  in  which  Sulpicius 
Severus  attempts  to  recommend  Christianity  to  the  refined  society  of  Aquitania. 
We  can  study  in  the  woi'ks  of  the  historians  Socrates  and  Sozomen  the  attitude 
of  cultured  Catholic  Christians,  after  the  complete  triumph  of  the  Church  over 
paganism.  Even  Sozomen  cannot  be  regarded  as  having  reached  the  stage  of  the 
"dry  tree,"  and  yet  into  what  a  superstition  the  Christian  faith  is  transformed  in 
his  pages!  We  see  how  paganism  thrust  itself  into  worship,  in — to  quote  a  well- 
known  instance — August.  Confess.  VI.  2  ff.  Let  us,  above  all,  remember  that  from 
the  beginning  of  the  fourth  century  special  chapels  and  churches  were  built  to 
the  different  saints.  The  saints  took  the  place  of  the  local  deities ;  their  festivals 
of  the  old  provincial  services  of  the  gods.     We  have  just  begun  to  investigate  the 
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paganism;'  while,  at  the  same  time,  making  shipwreck  of  its 
own  unity  and  common  character.  For  even  if  priests  and 
theologians  were  always  to  be  in  a  position  to  keep  the  reins 
in  their  hands,  dissolution  threatened  the  one  undivided  Church 
which  girt  the  Empire,  if  the  local  rites,  customs,  usages  of 
men  were  consecrated  as  Christian  in  every  province,  and  might 
establish  themselves  without  any  decided  counterpoise. 

But  where  was  such  a  counterpoise  to  be  found?  In  the 
constitution?  That  was  indeed  a  firm  structure,  binding  Christendom 
strongly  together;  but  even  it  presented  sides  on  which  the 
centrifugal  forces,  destructive  of  unity,  found  entrance.  Love  of 
rule  and  ambition  were  encouraged  by  the  episcopal  chair.  And 
when  the  danger  of  dismemberment  into  independent  bishoprics 
was  met  by  a  rigid  metropolitan  leadership,  the  way  was  opened 
up  to  that  lofty  ambition  which  desired  the  first  place  and  the 
highest  influence  in  the  province,  and  which  sought  to  domineer 
over  the  civil  powers  and  to  master  neighbouring  provinces. 
The  Patriarchs  and  Metropolitans  who — to  use  an  expression  of 

transformation  of  heathen  tales  of  gods  and  heroes  into  legends  of  the  saints,  and 
ancient  light  literature  has  contributed  its  quota  in  works  of  travel  and  adventure 
by  land  and  sea.  These  researches  promise,  if  instituted  critically  and  soberly,  to 
give  interesting  results;  yet  I  doubt  if  the  state  of  our  materials  will  admit  of 
confident  conclusions.  Besides  the  worship  of  the  saints,  the  cultus  of  the  Emperor 
threatened  in  the  fourth  century  to  intrude  itself  into  the  Church.  Philostorgius 
relates  (H.  E.  II.  17)  that  Christians  presented  offerings  to  the  picture  of  Coustantine, 
and  honoured  it  with  lanterns  and  incense;  they  also  seem  to  have  offered  vota 
to  him  that  they  might  be  protected  from  calamities. 

'  Besides  the  worship  of  saints,  martyrs,  and  relics,  we  have  to  notice  the  new 
forms  of  faith  in  demons.  It  would  be  impossible  to  believe  more  sincerely  in 
demons  than  Christians  did  in  the  second  century.  But  that  age  was  yet  ignorant 
of  the  fantastic  tricks  with  them,  which  almost  turned  Christendom  into  a  society 
of  deceived  deceivers.  (The  expression  was  first  applied  to  Christians  by  Plotinus  : 
see  Vita  Plot,  by  Porphyrius  16:  i^i^TrxTOJv  aou  xItoi  viTrxTvuii'jot).  When  we  reflect 
that  the  Vita  Antonii  was  written  by  an  Athanasius,  nothing  can  again  surprise 
us.  Spiritualism  with  all  its  absurdity,  which  we  are  once  more  conversant  with  in 
the  nineteenth  century,  had  long  been  familiar  in  heathen  circles,  and  then,  as 
now,  it  was  connected  with  religious  ideas  on  the  one  hand,  and  physical  ex- 
periments and  speculations  on  the  other.  It  forced  its  way  into  the  Church,  in  spite 
of  all  protests,  from  the  third,  still  more,  however,  from  the  fourth  century,  after 
it  had  long  been  wide-spread  in  "Gnostic  circles."  As  a  religious  phenomenon  it 
signified  a  renaissance  of  the  lowest  forms  of  religion.  But  even  the  most  enlightened 
minds  could  not  keep  clear  of  it.  Augustine  proves  this. 
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Socrates — played  at  being  "hereditary  lords"  (Dynastai)  no 
longer  protected,  but  undermined  the  unity  of  the  Church.  The 
great  Bishops  of  Rome  and  Alexandria,  who  sought  to  rule  over 
the  Church  in  order  to  preserve  its  unity  and  independence, 
entangled  themselves  in  an  ambitious  policy,  and  produced 
division.  The  Emperors  were  really  patrons  of  unity,  and  the 
supreme  means  at  their  disposal,  the  CEcumenical  Synod,  was 
their  contrivance;  in  all  cases  it  was  a  political  institution, 
invented  by  the  greatest  of  politicians,  a  two-edged  sword  which 
protected  the  endangered  unity  of  the  Church  at  the  price  of 
its  independence. 

But  was  not  the  bond  of  unity,  the  common  ground,  to  be 
found  in  the  common  ideal,  in  the  certain  hope  of  a  future  life, 
and  in  asceticism?  This  bond  was  assuredly  a  strong  one.  The 
Church  would  hardly  have  succeeded  in  following  out  the  free 
path  opened  up  to  it  by  Constantine  had  it  not  had  in  its  midst, 
besides  its  transcendent  promises,  a  power  to  which  all,  Greek 
and  barbarian,  polytheist  and  monotheist,  learned  and  unlearned 
required  ultimately,  if  reluctantly,  to  bow.  And  that  power  was 
the  asceticism  which  culminated  in  monachism.  The  ancient 
world  had  arrived,  by  all  the  routes  of  its  complicated  devel- 
opment, at  the  bitterest  criticism  of  and  disgust  at  its  own 
existence ;  but  in  no  other  faith  was  religion  itself  as  eftectively 
combined  with  asceticism,  in  none  did  the  latter  come  so  power- 
fully to  the  front,  yet  in  none  did  it  submit  itself  so  pliably  to 
Church  government,  as  in  Catholicism.  A  religion  comprehended 
in  a  mere  sacramental  communion  could  not  have  gained  the 
allegiance  of  the  more  clear-sighted  and  earnest.  One  that  imposed 
on  all,  as  an  inahenable  duty,  the  perfect  fulfilment  of  the  positive 
moral  law,  could  not  have  held  its  ground.  One  that  commanded 
all  alike  to  renounce  the  world  would  have  closed  the  world  against 
it.  But  a  religion  which  graded  its  members  as  priests,  monks,  and 
laity,  embraced  a  threefold  piety  of  initiated,  perfect,  and  novices, 
and  succeeded  in  the  hardest  task  of  all,  that  of  reconciling  priest 
with    monk,  '    and    of    admitting    the  layman  to  a  share  in  the 

1  The  order  of  the  monks  had  to  pass  througli  crises  and  conflicts  before  it  was 
able  to  establish  itself  side  by  side  with,  and  to  influence  a  secularised  priesthood' 
we   possess  the  key  to  this  struggle  in  the  East  in  the  writings  of  the  forger  who 
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blessings  of  both,  was  superior  to  all  others,  and  possessed  in  its 
organisation,  generally  established,  a  strong  bond  of  association. 
Protestants  at  the  present  day  can  hardly  form  a  conception 
of  the  hold  which  asceticism  possessed  over  the  mind  in  the 
fourth  and  fifth  centuries,  or  of  the  manner  in  which  it  influenced 
imagination,  thought,  and  the  whole  of  life.  At  bottom  only  a 
single  point  was  dealt  with,  abstinence  from  sexual  relationships ; 
everything  else  was  secondary ;  for  he  who  had  renounced  these, 
found  nothing  hard.  Renunciation  of  the  servile  yoke  of  sin 
(servile  peccati  iugum  discutere)  was  the  watchword  of  Christians, 
and  an  extraordinary  unanimity  prevailed  as  to  the  meaning  of  ! 
this  watchword,  whether  we  turn  to  the  Coptic  porter  or  the 
learned  Greek  teacher,  to  the  Bishop  of  Hippo,  or  Jerome,  the 
Roman  presbyter,  or  the  biographer  of  Saint  Martin.  Virginity  was 
the  specifically  Christian  virtue,  and  the  essence  of  all  virtues:  in 
this  conviction  the  meaning  of  the  evangelical  law  was  summed  up.' 

composed  the  Apostolic  constitutions  and  the  longer  i-ecension  of  the  Ignatian 
Epistles ;  in  the  West  in  the  works,  written  from  the  opposite  standpoint,  of  Sul- 
picius,  as  also  in  those  of  Jerome,  Augustine,  and  the  Galilean  authors  of  the  fifth 
century.  Compare  Hauck,  K.-Gesch.  Deutschlands,  I.,  p.  49  ff.  The  order  of  the 
monks  was  imported  into  the  West.  It  was  not  till  about  the  middle  of  the  fifth 
century  that  its  opponents,  inside  and  outside  the  ranks  of  the  clergy,  were  silenced. 
For  a  time — at  the  end  of  the  fourth  century — it  was  in  danger  of  being  included 
in  the  condemnation  of  the  Ascetics  who  held  dualistic  views. 

1  The  Fathers  of  the  fourth  century  could  not  proceed  so  consistently  as  Hieracas 
(see  above,  p.  98,  n.  5)  since  they  had  to  sanction  the  "lower"  morality  in  the 
Church.  The  Eustathians  who  condemned  marriage — see  the  decrees  of  the  Synod 
of  Gangra  in  Hefele,  Concil.  Gesch.,  I.  2,  p.  777  ff. — were  therefore  opposed.  But 
the  numerous  tractates  "  De  virginitate "  .show  liow  near  the  great  Fathers  of  the 
Church  came  to  the  Eustathian  view.  We  can  hardly  point  to  one  who  did  not 
write  on  the  subject.  And  the  same  thing  is,  above  all, 'proved  by  Jerome's  polemic 
against  Jovinian,  in  spite  of  its  limitation,  in  the  Ep.  (48)  ad  Pammachium.  For 
the  rest,  Augustine  did  not  differ  from  Jerome.  I  lis  Confessions  are  pervaded  by 
the  thought  that  he  alone  can  enjoy  peace  with  God  who  renounces  all  se.\ual 
intercourse.  Like  Hieracas,  Ambrose  celebrated  virginity  as  the  real  novelty  in  Christian 
morality;  see  De  virginibus,  I.  3  sq.:  "Since  the  Lord  wrapped  himself  in  a  bodily 
form,  and  consummated  the  marriage  of  deity  with  humanity,  without  the  shadow 
of  a  stain,  he  has  infused  poor  frail  men  with  heavenly  life  over  the  whole  globe. 
That  is  the  race  which  the  angels  symbolised  when  they  came  to  serve  the  Lord 
in  the  wilderness  . .  .  That  is  the  heavenly  host  which  on  that  holy  Christmas  the 
exulting  choirs  of  angels  promised  to  the  earth.  We  have  the  testimony  of  antiquity 
therefore  from  the  beginning  of  time,  but  complete  submission  only  since  the  word 
became    flesh.     This  virtue  is,  in  fact,    our  e.\clusive  possession.  The  heathens  had 


Chap,  i.]  HISTORICAL   SITUATION  1 29 

But  not  only  did  the  evangelical  law  culminate  in  virginity,  but 
to  it  also  belonged  all  promises.  Methodius'  teaching  that  it 
prepared  the  soul  to  be  the  bride  of  Christ,  was  from  the  fourth 
century  repeated  by  everyone.  Virginity  lies  at  the  root  of  the 
figure  of  bridegoom  (Christ)  and  bride  (the  soul)  which  is  con- 
stantly recurring  in  the  greatest  teachers  of  East  and  West, 
and  it  is  the  key  to  the  corresponding  exposition  of  the  Song 
of  Songs,  in  which  often  appear  a  surprising  religious  individ- 
ualism and  an  impassioned  love  of  Christ.  ' 

it  not;  it  is  not  practised  by  the  still  uncivilised  barbarians;  there  are  no  other 
living  creatures  among  whom  it  is  to  be  found.  We  breathe  the  same  air  as  they 
do,  we  share  in  all  the  conditions  of  an  earthly  life,  we  are  not  distinguished  from 
them  in  birth,  and  so  we  only  escape  from  the  miseries  of  a  natui-e  otherwise 
similar  to  theirs  through  the  virgin  chastity,  which,  apparently  extolled  by  the 
heathens,  is  yfet,  even  if  placed  under  the  patronage  of  religion,  outraged  by  them, 
which  is  persecuted  by  the  barbarians,  and  is  known  to  no  other  creatures."  Com- 
pare with  this  Chrysostom's  tractate  on  the  state  of  virginity.  Much  thought  was 
given  after  the  middle  of  the  fourth  century  to  the  relation  of  priest  and  monk, 
especially  by  those  who  wished  to  be  monks  and  had  to  be  priests.  The  virgin 
state  (of  the  monks)  was  held  by  the  earnest  to  be  the  easier  and  safer,  the  priestly 
condition  the  more  perilous  and  responsible ;  yet  in  many  respects  it  was  regarded 
as  also  loftier,  because  the  priest  consummated  the  holy  sacrifice  and  had  to  wield 
authority  (Chrysostom  de  sacerdotio,  esp.  VI.  6 — 8  and  III.  4 — 6,  VI.  4).  But  the 
danger  to  which  priests  and  bishops  were  subject  of  becoming  worldly,  was  felt, 
not  only  by  men  like  Gregory  of  Nasianzum  and  Chrysostom,  but  by  countless 
earnest  minded  Christians.  A  combination  of  the  priestly  (episcopal)  office  and 
professional  asceticism  was  thei-efore  early  attempted  and  carried  out. 

1  See  Vols.  II.,  III.,  p.  109.  The  allegory  of  the  soul  of  the  Gnostic  as  the  bride 
received  its  first  lofty  treatment  in  the  Valentinian  school.  Thence  Origen  got  it. 
The  sources  drawn  upon  by  later  writers  were  Origen 's  homilies  and  commentary 
on  the  Song  of  Songs  (Lommatzsch.  XIV.,  p.  233  sq.) :  the  prologue  of  the  latter 
in  Rufinus  begins  with  the  words:  " Epithalamium  libellus  hie,  id  est,  nuptiale 
carmen,  dramatis  in  modum  mihi  videtur  a  Salomone  conscriptus,  quem  cecinit 
instar  nubentis  sponsne,  et  erga  sponsum  suum,  qui  est  sermo  dei,  coelesti  amore 
flagrantis.  Adamavit  enim  eum,  sive  anima,  quae  ad  imaginem  eius  facta  est,  sive 
ecclesia."  Jerome,  who  has  translated  the  book,  says  that  Origen  surpassed  himself 
in  it.  Methodius'  writing  "Convivium"  in  which  the  same  thought  often  occurs, 
was  also  much  read.  The  purest  and  most  attractive  form  of  the  conception  in  the 
East  appears  in  Gregory  of  Nyssa;  see  e  g.^  his  homilies  on  the  Song  of  Songs, 
and  his  description  of  the  life  of  Macrina  (Ed.  Oehler,  1858,  p.  172  sq.);  we  read 
p.  210  sq.:  A/^  rovTÖ  (/.ot  Soy.s7  tov  öslov  sksivov  hm  xxixpbv  spcorae  rov  xopxrov 
vviz(piov.    'bv    syxsupvi^ixsvcv    slxs-J    sv  to7?  tsJi;  4^vx^i  scTropp^TOii;  Tpe^6(j.evc-j,  svSyiAov 

•TTOlilv     TOTS    ToUq    TTXpOVtTi     Hxi    ^•^(JLOd-ievetV    T^V    Iv     KXpSlX    SlxSsd-lV^    TO    eTTSiySO-^Xl     TTpOZ 

TOV  'proiov/ievc-j,  w?  xv  Six  Txx°^i  <^i'J  aiiTM  ysvoiTO  tuv  Ssa-i^cHv  ex^vÖ£7(rx  tov 
vü(JLXToti.     Besides    Gregory    we    have    to    mention    Macarius    with    his    '-Spiritual 
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But  the  ascetic  ideal  did  not  succeed  in  establishing  itself, 
especially  in  the  West,  without  severe  conflicts,  and  it  con- 
cealed within  it  dangers  to  the  Church.  Asceticism  threatened 
to  become  an  end  in  itself,  and  to  depart  from  the  historical 
foundation  of  the  Christian  religion.  When  the  Church  authorised 

Homilies"  (Migne  T.  XXXIV.;  see  Floss,  Macarii  Aegypt.  epp.  etc.,  1850, 
German  translation  by  Jocham,  Kempten,  1878):  compare  especially  the  15th  homily 
which  contains  already  the  figure,  repeated  a  hundred  times  afterwards,  of  the  soul 
as  the  poor  maiden  who  possesses  nothing  but  her  own  body  and  whom  the 
heavenly  bridegroom  loves.  If  she  worthily  cherishes  chastity  and  love  for  him, 
then  she  becomes  mistress  of  all  the  treasures  of  her  Lord,  and  her  transfigured 
body  itself  shares  in  his  divinity.  Further,  Hom.  IV.,  ch.  6  sq.,  14  sq.  Compare 
also  Ep.  2.  "A  soul  which  has  cast  aside  the  ignominy  of  its  outward  form,  which 
is  no  longer  ruled  by  shameful  thoughts  or  violated  by  evil  desires,  has  manifestly 
become  a  partner  of  the  heavenly  bridegroom;  for  henceforth  it  has  only  one 
requirement.  Stung  by  love  to  him  it  demands  and,  to  speak  boldly,  longs  for  the 
immediate  fulfilment  of  a  spiritual  and  mysterious  union  that  it  may  enter  the 
indissoluble  embrace  of  communion  in  sanctification."  See  Cyril  Catech.  III.,  ch.  16  ; 
y.cei  yivoiTO  "ttxvtx^  v(.e.xi  xiiujfxoii;  tui  vo^rSi  vvij.<piui  Trxpxa-TXVTxi;  x.t.A.  Before  this: 
*t  yscp  'TrpoTSfOv  SovÄi^  ^^X*!  '^^'^  x§£Ä(piSovv  xvtov  rov  Jea-TroV'^v  exsypoi^l/xTO,  o?  tijv 
xvvTTÖKfiTov  Ä7roj£%o7''£vo$  TT poxtpsaiv  S7ri(pci)vi^(7'£r  ^iSoii  si  yMhif  if  5rAi}ö-/oi/  i-iov,  ISoii 
s7  y.xKvf  oSovrsg  aov  w?  xye^xi  twv  >i.£Hxp(MS-jui-j  (Cantic.  4,  i).  ^tx  rijv  svo-v-jsi'Sj^tov 
Sfjiofioyixv.  We  can  point  to  veiy  few  Greek  Fathers  in  whom  the  figure  does  not 
occur.  All  the  greater  is  the  contrast  presented  by  the  depreciatory  verdict  of 
Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  on  the  Song  of  Songs  (Kihn,  Theodor  v.  M.  1880,  p.  69  f.). 
It  may  be  expressly  noticed,  besides,  that  Clement  of  Ale.\.  as  well  as  Methodius 
and  Macarius  had  already  transferred  the  figure  of  the  bride  to  the  married  woman. 
Indeed,  Macarius  was  conscious  that  he  was  acting  boldly  in  doing  so.  Western 
nuns  and  monks  were  distinguished  by  lavishing  those  se.xual  feelings  which  were 
forbidden  them  on  Christ  (and  Mary).  Ambrose  especially  taught  the  West  the 
conception  of  the  soul  as  the  bride  of  Christ;  while  Augustine  was,  apart  from  a 
few  passages,  more  reserved,  and  Jerome  wanted  strength  in  sentiment  and  language. 
Not  only  in  Ambrose's  tractate  "De  Isaac  et  anina",  really  a  commentaiy  on  the 
Song  of  Songs,  but  in  innumerable  passages  in  his  works — even  when  it  is  least 
expected,  as  in  the  consolatory  discourse  on  Valentinian's  death  (ch.  59  sq.) — the 
idea  of  a  special  tie  between  the  virgin  soul  and  Chi'ist  comes  to  the  front.  But 
Ambrose  gave  it  a  colouring  of  his  own  due  to  the  deep  sentiment  of  a  great 
man,  and  his  peculiar  faculty  of  giving  a  warm  expression  to  his  personal  love  of 
Christ  (see  also  Prudentius);  compare  passages  like  De  poenit.  II.  8.  We  cannot 
appreciate  too  highly  the  important  influence  exerted  on  after  times,  and  first  on 
Augustine,  by  Ambrose's  expression  of  his  personal  religion.  The  light  that  dawned 
in  Augustine's  confessions  already  shone  from  the  works  of  Ambrose,  and  it  was 
the  latter,  not  the  former,  who  conducted  western  piety  to  the  specific  love  of 
Christ.  On  the  mysticism  of  Macarius,  who  was  in  many  respects  allied  to  these 
western  Christians,  compare  also  the  details  in  Förster  (in  tlie  Jahrb.  f.  deutsche 
Theol.  1873,  p.  439  f.).  Bigg  (the  Christian  Platonists  of  Alex.,  p.   1S8  f.)  has  very 
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the  Christianity  of  'the  perfect',  it  really  declared  the  great 
mass  of  its  divine  and  apostolic  institutions  to  be  mere  appar- 
atus, meaningless  to  him  who  had  resolved  to  renounce  the 
world,  and  to  prepare  for  eternity.  Those  settlers  in  Egypt, 
who  sought  to  obtain  redemption  by  torturing  themselves,  in 
the  end  imperilled  religion  not  less  than  the  great  crowds  who 
simply  submitted  to  certain  sacramental  observances,  and  with 
the  approval  of  the  priests  dragged  into  Christianity  whatever 
pleased  them.  It  was  possible,  and  in  fact  the  danger  was 
imminent,  for  the  ascetic  ideal  to  lose  any  assured  connection 
with  Jesus  Christ.  Asceticism  had  also  been  proclaimed  indeed 
by  Greek  science.  But  in  that  case  the  common  character  of 
religion  disappeared ;  for  a  merely  negative  ideal  of  life,  which 
at  the  same  time  was  without  a  close  dependence  on  history, 
could  not  form  a  lasting  bond  of  connection  among  men. 

Our  information  is  exceptionally  bad,  and  not  from  accident, 
as  to  the  internal  state  of  the  Church,  at  the  time  when  Con- 
stantine  chose  it  to  be  the  support  of  the  Empire.  But  what 
we  know  is  enough  to  establish  the  fact  that  the  internal  solid- 
ity by  no  means  corresponded  to  the  external.  We  may  with 
greater  propriety  affirm  that  the  Churches  of  the  East  were  in 
danger  of  relapsing  into  worldliness,  and  that  not  only  in  the 
form  of  worldly  modes  of  action.  '  The  peril  went  deeper. 
Theology,    the  power  which,  as  matters  then  were,  could  alone 

riyhtly  seen  that  Origen's  homilies  on  the  Song  of  Songs  were  at  the  root  of 
Cliristian  mysticism :  "  This  book  gave  welcome  expression  to  what  after  the  triumph 
of  Athanasius  was  the  dominant  feeling,  and  redeemed  in  some  degree  the  name 
of  its  author,  damaged  by  his  supposed  inclination  to  Arianism.  And  thus  Origen, 
the  first  pioneer  in  so  many  fields  of  Christian  thought,  the  father  in  one  of  his 
many  aspects  of  the  English  Latitudinarians,  became  also  the  spiritual  ancestor  of 
Bernard,  the  Victorines,  and  the  author  of  the  De  Imitatione,  of  Tauler,  and  Molinos 
and  Mme    de  Guyon." 

1  Church  history  has  at  this  point  in  its  investigations  to  collect  the  numerous 
data  which  prove  how  deeply  members  of  the  Church  had  become  involved  in  heathen 
polytheistic  morals,  usages,  customs,  arid  conceptions,  how  strong  reliance  on  sacred 
witchcraft,  amulets,  and  sacramental  vehicles  had  grown,  and  how  far  stability  and 
peace  of  heart  and  mind  had  been  lost.  For  the  latt^  we  can  especially  compare 
Eusebius  (H.  E.  VIII.  i),  (further  the  epitaph  of  Damasus  on  Euseb.  the  Romaii 
Bishop,  in  Duchesne,  Le  liber  Pontificalis,  Tom.  I.,  1885,  p.  167) ;  of  a  later  date, 
Cyril,  Catech.  15,  ch.  7.  As  regards  syncretism,  see  the  work  on  the  Egyptian 
mysteries  (ed.  Parthey). 
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give  an  energetic  protection  to  the  distinctive  character  of 
rehgion,  was  at  the  point  of  dissolving  it  and  abandoning  it  to 
the  world. 

We  have  already  described  in  this  volume  the  state  of 
Eastern  theology  at  the  beginning  of  the  fourth  century.  Con- 
ceptions of  the  faith  which  began  and  ended  with  the  historical 
personality  of  Jesus  Christ  were  equally  condemned  with  the 
attempts,  whether  unstudied  or  philosophical,  to  identify  the 
Person  of  Jesus  with  the  Deity.  '  The  realistic  and  eclectic 
theology  of  Iren^eus  had  probably  very  few  defenders  in  the 
West.  The  theology  of  the  Apologists  had  triumphed,  and  all 
thinkers  stood  under  the  influence  of  Origen.  But  the  genius 
of  this  great  man  was  too  powerful  for  the  Epigoni.  The  im- 
portance of  his  system  lay  in  a  threefold  direction :  first,  in  the 
sharp  distinction  between  Pistis  and  Gnosis,  which  he  kept 
apart,  and  connected  only  by  unity  of  aim ;  secondly,  in  the 
abundant  material  in  his  speculations,  the  conservatism  that  he 
showed  in  inweaving  all  that  was  valuable,  and  the  balance 
which  he  knew  how  to  preserve  between  the  different  factors 
of  his  system,  relating  them  all  to  one  uniform  aim ;  thirdly,  in 
the  Biblical  impress  which  he  gave  his  theology  by  strict  adhe- 
rence to  the  text  of  Holy  Scripture.  In  all  these  respects  the 
Epigoni  introduced  changes.  The  most  important  in  its  conse- 
quences was  the  mingling  of  Pistis  and  Gnosis,  of  faith  and 
theology.  Origen  had  not  published  his  system,  in  which  the 
faith  of  the  Church  was  reconciled  with  science,  as  Church 
doctrine.  To  him  the  distinction  between  the  faith  of  the  Church 
and  the  science  of  faith  remained  fixed.  But  in  the  next  period 
—  following  the  precedent  of  Methodius''  and  opposing  Basil's 
principle  — it  was  thought  necessary  to  identify  them.  Reactionary 
and    progressive    tendencies    met    in    these    efforts.     The    Pistis 

1  See  the  short  disclaimers  in  the  fourth  Catechism  of  Cyril  of  Jerusalem, 
(ch.  7.  8):  Ol/Xt  w'e  Ttvst;  lv6[J.t<rxv,  6  vfot;  imst»  to  Trxioi;  a-reipx'^wiiii;  ua-Trsp  vvb 
Tov  @£ov  Six  ri^v  t/TO/^ov»jv  'ihxßs  rov  iv  Sehx  öpövov,  «AA'  xip^  oiiTsp  ha-riv  s%e/  to 
ßxa-i^iMV  xh'cüizx  .  .  .  M>jT£  ät«AAot/;<w5-;j?  tov  TrxTpoi;  tcv  viov,  (jlvits  a-vvx^^oi^ijv 
Ipyxo-xiisvot;  vioTrxTp/xv  TticrTsCa-^i.  Further,  the  iith  Catechism.  So  also  Athana-  j 
sius  steadily  disavows  the  heresy  of  the  Adoptians  as  well  as  of  the  Sabellians. 

"    See  Vol.  Ill,  p.   103. 
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(faith)  was  supplied  with  the  formulas  of  Origen's  theology,  and 
Gnosis  was  to  stop  short  at  certain  tenets  of  tradition,  and  to 
receive  them  without  revision.  The  point  was  to  find  a  new 
medium  which  should  be  at  once  tradition  and  speculation, 
Pistis  and  Gnosis.  This  endeavour  was  undoubtedly  justified 
by  an  actual  change  accomplished  before  this  and  promoted 
by  Origen  himself,  viz.,  the  incorporation  of  the  doctrine  of 
the  Logos  in  the  faith  of  "the  simple."  These  simple  Christians 
already  possessed  a  dogma  which  was  shaped  by  exegesis  and 
speculation,  and  confronted  them  as  an  external  authority,  a 
law  of  faith.  This  creation  had  forced  its  way  from  the  circum- 
ference of  the  ecclesiastical  system  into  its  centre.  Besides,  the 
sharp  distinction  between  a  traditional  doctrine  of  the  Church 
and  a  science  of  religion  contradicted  the  whole  ecclesiastical 
tradition  as  established  in  the  fight  with  Gnosticism.  But  the 
intermingling  at  first  produced  a  kind  of  stagnation.  It  threat- 
ened to  make  faith  lose  its  certainty,  speculation  its  reasoning 
power,  and  the  Church  the  unity  of  its  confession.  If  we  review 
the  new  religious  formulas,  which  were  brought  into  circulation 
about  the  year  300,  and  if  we  compare  the  theologies  of  the 
period — -which  unfortunately  we  only  know  in  part — the  theolo- 
gies, namely,  of  the  Alexandrian  teachers,  Gregory  Thaumatur- 
gus,  Lucian,  Methodius,  Hieracas  etc.,  we  see  a  wealth  of  forms 
which,  if  blood-relations,  are  extremely  different.  How  could 
the  unity  of  the  Church  continue  under  their  sway  ?  and  if  it 
continued,  was  it  Christianity  after  all  that  furnished  the  common 
element  ? 

And  this  has  brought  us  to  the  second  point  Origen  had 
recognised  the  full  significance  of  the  historical  Christ  for  the 
stage  of  Pistis ;  while  he  directed  the  Gnostic  to  the  eternal 
Logos.  Now  uncertainties  arose  here  also.  The  historical  Christ 
threatened  to  fall  entirely  into  the  background.  We  can  ob- 
serve this  in  the  works  of  two  of  the  Epigoni,  which  have  no 
affinity  to  each  other.  Gregory  Thaumaturgus  has  in  his 
famous  Symbol  dealt  only  with  the  Logos  "  apart  from  the  flesh  " 
(?.Q'yoc  oiTxpzoc),  '   and  Methodius  intended  to  declare  the  loftiest 

'     See    Vol.  III.,  p. 1 15,  the  words  run:   eIc  y.vpiog,  (movoi^  sk  (j.6vov,  ©£0?  sk   @sov, 

^xjsxKTvjfi    y.xi    eiKMv    Tvtq    deoryjTOi;^    ?i6'yo(;  ivspyog,  (To^tx  rviq  rm  oKoiy  uvjTxo-swt; 
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truth  when  he  demanded  that  Christ  should  be  born  in  every 
man  'consciously'  {yoy,Tcüg),  and  that  each  must  become  a  Christ 
by  participation  in  Christ.  '  Further,  in  Origen  the  cosmological 
and  soteriological  interests  balanced  each  other.  We  recognise 
this  in  his  formulas  which  relate  to  the  Logos.  But  here  also 
a  displacement  was  introduced,  one  that  favoured  cosmology. 
The  word  'Oy^covcriog  (consubstantial)  was,  indeed,  retained  by 
some,  perhaps  by  many  theologians;  but  as  it  was  in  itself 
ambiguous,  so  also  it  was  no  evidence  of  an  interest  in  soterio- 
logy.  The  crowd  of  rhetorical  and  philosophical  predicates 
heaped  upon  the  Logos,  did  not  serve  to  illustrate  and  estab- 
lish the  significance  of  the  Logos  as  the  principal  factor  in  re- 
demption; it  was  rather  a  term  for  the  reason  and  order  reign- 
ing in  the  universe,  and  for  the  spiritual  forces  with  which 
humanity  had  been  gifted.  Men  indeed  held  firmly,  on  all 
hands,  to  the  incarnation ;  nay,  it  was  regarded,  as  is  proved 
by  the  great  work  of  Theognostus,  as  being,  next  to  the  doc- 
trine of  the  creation  of  matter,  the  feature  that  distinguished 
the  speculation  of  the  Church  from  that  of  the  Neo-platonists. 
But  the  whole  stress  was  laid  on  the  question,  what  idea  was 
to  be  formed  of  the  constitution  of  the  subject  of  which  incar- 
nation was  predicated.  A  great  school,  that  of  Lucian  of  Antioch, 
distinguished,  in  the  manner  of  Paul  of  Samosata,  between 
wisdom  proper,  eternal,  existent  in  God,  and  a  created  wisdom 
or  Logos ;  and  identified  the  latter  alone  with  the  incarnate  Son — • 
'  wisdom  arose  through  wisdom  according  to  the  will  of  the  ■ 
wise  God '.  But  in  drawing  this  line,  not  only  was  the  incar- 
nation of  the  Deity  rendered  impossible,  but  every  form  of  His 
personal  activity  on  earth.  The  theological  interest  in  Christ  threat- 
ened to  resolve  itself  entirely  into  cosmology  and  morality,  or,  as 
in  Methodius,  to  be  deprived  of  its  meaning  by  a  mystical  alloy. 
The  liberty  which  theology  enjoyed  in  the  East  up  to  the 
beginning  of  the  fourth  century,  and  the  influence  which  it 
exerted  on  the  Church  in  the  same  period,  could  not  but  pro- 
duce complete  confusion  and  loss  of  meaning.  All  the  elements 

TTSpiSKTlxil      aiii      SvvZlM^      TV\i;      OAl^?      XTIlTSCllt;      TTOti^TlK^,    VtOQ    XÄyjölVOt;    «Al^ä/VSC    TTXTfÖQ, 

xöpxTOi;  »ofxrov  kxi  x(pSxpTOi;  aüpöxprov  axi  xMvxrog  x'^xvxtbv  kxi  xf$ioq  xih'ov. 
1     See  Vol.  III.,  p.  HO. 
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united  by  Origen  in  his  vast  system  sought  to  estabhsh  them 
selves  independently.  Even  tritheistic  tendencies  were  not  want- 
ing ;  but,  above  all,  the  idea  of  a  subordinate  God  and  semi- 
divine  beings  began  to  be  familiar.  The  idea  of  the  subordinate 
God  is  indeed  as  old  as  the  theology  of  the  Christian  Church ; 
even  the  Apologists  shared  it,  and  Origen,  with  all  caution, 
adopted  and  justified  it  in  working  out  his  doctrine  of  the  Son. 
But  in  the  earlier  period  the  simplices  et  rudes  (the  simple  and 
uncultured)  were  still  startled  at  the  suggestion ;  theologians  pro- 
vided the  idea  with  strong  safe-guards,  and  Origen  himself,  who 
in  many  points  bordered  on  Polytheism,  on  the  other  hand 
restored  the  Logos  to  the  being  of  God,  and  united  Father  and 
Son  as  closely  as  possible.  But  opposition  to  '  Sabellianism ' 
evidently  rendered  a  later  age  much  more  careless.  And  it  is 
indubitable  that  the  idea  of  the  created  God,  the  God  who 
came  into  being,  coalesced  with  ancient  polytheistic  inclinations. 
The  claims  of  Monotheism  were  considered  to  be  satisfied  by 
the  efibrt  to  protect  the  supreme  Deity,  as  against  Modalism, 
from  change  and  plurality ;  and  the  Logos  and  other  beings 
entitled  to  worship  were  suffered  calmly  to  spring  up  side  by 
side  with  God  ;  they  could  not,  it  was  presumed,  endanger 
Monotheism,  because  they  belonged  to  the  domain  of  the  cre- 
ated. Add  that  theologians  dealt  in  their  speculations  with  a 
plethora  of  philosophical  categories  destitute  of  a  fixed  impress, 
or  fixed  value ;  '  further,  that  this  terminology,  unsifted  and  un- 
controlled, everywhere  forced  its  way  into  the  faith  of  the 
community,  and  we  can  form  a  conception  of  the  danger  which 
hovered  over  the  Church,  We  find  a  Monotheism  which  did  not 
exclude  polytheism,  a  Logos-Christ,  who,  as  a  cosmological 
quantity,  was  of  shifting  nature  and  origin,  ideas  of  the  incar- 
nation and  redemption  as  designed  to  "enlighten"  the  human 
race,  and  to  effect  an  incarnation  of  God  in  every  individual 
soul.  All  this,  too,  was  clothed  in  a  rank  growth  of  artificial 
philosophical  expressions,  identical  with  that  used  in  contempor- 
ary science.  And  we  may  well  ask  whether  such  a  theology 
was    in    a    condition  to  protect  even  the  scanty  remains  of  the 

1    See  Vol.  III.,  p.   103. 
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evangelic  tradition,  above  all,  at  the  moment  when  the  partition 
between  State  and  Church  was  torn  down  and  the  Church  was 
brought  face  to  face  with  its  greatest  task.  A  deism — if  the 
term  may  be  allowed — was  at  hand,  surrounded  by  the  shifting 
forms  of  a  speculation  which  had  neither  a  settled  boundary 
nor  an  assured  object.  It  almost  seemed  as  if  the  special  char- 
acteristics of  the  Christian  religion  were  to  be  reduced  to  the 
evidence  of  antiquity  and  prophecy,  what  Porphyry  called 
'  foreign  fables '.  Yet  even  Scriptural  proof  was  no  longer  every- 
where called  for  and  given  with  the  zeal  so  noticeable  in  Origen ; 
although  it  was  just  the  school  of  Lucian  which  neglected  it 
least.  But  what  could  Scripture  avail  against  the  method?  If 
a  Bishop  so  capable  and  learned,  and  so  well  versed  in  tradi- 
tion as  Eusebius  of  Caesarea  was  satisfied  in  his  Christology 
with  the  formulas  we  read  there,  if  he  could  praise  the  religious 
edicts  and  manifestoes  of  his  Emperor,  though  they  substantially 
celebrated  "God  in  nature",  as  brilliant  specimens  of  his 
Christian  conviction,  we  must  conclude  that  the  Logos  doctrine 
settled  in  the  Church  was  the  strongest  means  of  completely 
effacing  the  figure  of  the  historical  Christ,  and  of  resolving 
everything  into  mist. '  Even  the  rationalist,  who  in  his  study 
of  the  history  of  religions  always  follows  with  sympathy  the 
progress  to  *  natural '  religion,  would  require  to  restrain  his 
sympathy  here.  For  the  pure  religion  of  humanity  could  not 
have  resulted  from  this  development,  but  one  that  was  wholly 
indefinite,  and  therefore  capable  of  being  influenced  from  any 
quarter,  one  in  whose  centre  was  throned  that  hollow  and 
helpless  figment  of  thought,  the  h,  the  Trpür'/i  c-jtIx  (being — 
primal   being).  And    men   would  have  gone  on  proclaiming  this 

1  On  Eusebius'  Christology  see  Dorner,  Lehre  v.  d.  Person  Christi,  I.  (1845) 
p.  792  ff.  Lee,  on  the  Theophan.  1843,  Preliminary  Dissert.  The  Christology  of 
Euseb.  is  that  of  the  ancient  apologists,  approximaiing  in  its  terms  to  Neoplatonic 
speculations  and  richer  in  its  phases  on  account  of  the  many  antitheses.  In  spite 
of  his  dependence  on  Origen,  Euseb.  was  chary  of  receiving  all  the  ideas  and 
predicates  which  the  former  applied  to  the  Son  and  to  which  ortliodoxy  afterwards 
appealed.  That  is  of  consequence.  Euseb.  was  more  convinced  than  Origen  that 
the  idea  of  deity  was  completely  exhausted  in  that  of  the  strictly  one  and  un- 
changeable 01/  the  TpwTjj  olit7ix\  he  separated  tlie  SsvTspo^  @s6i;  much  further  from 
God  than  the  Apologists;  see  Zahn^  Marcell.,  p.  37  f. 
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religion  to  be  Christianity,  simply  because  they  possessed  in 
Holy  Scripture  the  means  of  proving  it,  and  of  dating  it  back 
to  the  beginning  of  the  world  as  the  universal  religion.  And 
they  would  have  adopted  sacred  media,  charms,  and  intermedi- 
ary powers  more  and  more  boldly,  because  they  were  incapable 
of  understanding  and  applying  either  to  God  or  to  Jesus  Christ 
the  tradition  that  God  redeemed  men  through  Jesus  Christ. 

The  Bishops  and  theologians  in  the  East  about  A.D.  320, 
whose  views  were  similar  to  those  of  Eusebius,  had  on  their 
side  the  strongest  power  to  be  found  in  an  ecclesiastical  com- 
munion— tradition :  tliey  ivere  the  conservatives.  Conservative 
theology,  the  theology  that  took  its  stand  on  Origen,  Hmited 
the  idea  of  Deity  to  the  primal  being  (^r^-'cirj;  o-j7U),  inoperative 
and  really  incapable  of  being  revealed,  i.e.,  to  the  Father.  It 
accordingly  ignored  the  Logos  and  Christ  in  determining  the 
conception  of  God.  Further,  it  deduced,  like  the  Neoplatonists, 
a  second  or  third  Ousia  (being)  from  the  first,  and  adorned  the 
Logos  created  by  the  will  of  the  Father  with  the  loftiest,  yet 
vacillating,  predicates.  It  taught  the  incarnation  of  the  Logos,  and 
celebrated  its  result,  yet  once  more  in  indefinite,  in  high-sounding 
and  meaningless,  Biblical  phrases.  Finally,  it  subordinated 
everything  spiritual  and  moral  to  the  thought  of  free-will  and 
human  independence.  Any  attempt  at  precision  could  not  fail, 
on  this  domain,  to  be  regarded  as  an  innovation.  Anything 
might  establish  itself  as  long  as  it  did  not  claim  to  be  exclusive.  ' 
There  never  did  exist  in  the  Church  a  general  tendency  to 
form  new  dogmas — the  terms  *  new '  and  '  dogma '  are  mutually 
exclusive ;  least  of  all  did  it  exist  in  the  East ;  there  was  either 
indifference  to  philosophical  speculation,  or  a  desire  that  it 
should  have  liberty,  or  it  was  regarded  with  suspicion.  For  the 

'  (hvatkiu  says  very  justly  in  Studies  of  Arianism  (1882),  p.  52:  '"In  fact 
Christendom  as  a  whole  was  neither  Arian  nor  Nicene.  If  the  East  was  not  Nicene, 
neither  was  it  Arian,  but  conservative:  and  if  the  West  was  not  Arian,  neither  was 
it  Nicene,  but  conservative  also.  Conservatism,  however,  had  different  meanings  in 
East  and  West."  In  the  East  it  was  considered  conservative  to  uphold  the  formulas 
of  Origea  strengthened  agaiiast  Sabellianism.  On  the  doctrine  of  the  I^ogos  and 
Christ  in  Origen  Bigg  says  very  truly  (The  Christian  Platonists  of  Alex.,  p.  182): 
"  What  struck  later  ages  as  the  novelty  and  audacity  of  Origen's  doctrine  was  in 
truth  its  archaism  aüd  conservatism," 
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rest,    men    reverenced    in  the  cultus  the  mystery,  i.e.,  the  com- 
plex   of    formulas   whose    origin    had  already  become  obscure.  '  j 
Nevertheless,    there    probably    never   was  a  time  in  the  East  i 
when    a    reaction    did  not  exist  against  the  development  of  the 

1  When  theology  is  engaged  in  forming  dogmas,  it  has  never,  as  is  really  self- 
evident,  enjoyed  the  sympathy  of  any  large  section  in  the  Church.  There  is  nothing 
to  support  the  contention  that  the  Christian  Church  passed  through  a  period- 
from  Origen  up  to  the  Synod  of  Chalcedon  or  A.D.  431 — -during  which  there 
prevailed  universally,  or  even  to  a  great  extent,  a  supreme  interest  in  the  abstract 
form  of  the  contents  of  Religion,  and  an  effort,  with  all  the  means  at  hand,  to 
expound  it  as  exactly  as  possible.  The  great  mass  of  Bishops,  monks,  and  laity, 
were  then  wholly  occupied  in  satisfying  themselves  with  what  had  been  given. 
This  was  the  highest  demand  of  the  Catholic  religion  itself,  which  presupposed 
the  "Apostolic"  as  its  foundation,  which  called  everything  else  "heresy"  (vfWTf- 
p/o-/.60$),  and  as  an  institution  for  worship  did  not  permit  changes.  Undoubtedly, 
the  period  from  Origen,  or  say,  from  Athanasius  up  to  the  Ephesian  Council, 
appears  unique  in  the  history  of  the  Church.  But  that  was  an  episode  enacted  in 
opposition  to  the  great  body  of  Christians,  and  the  theological  leaders  themselves, 
in  proportion  to  their  piety,  conceived  their  task  to  be  compulsory,  dangerous,  and 
ensnaring  them  in  guilt.  To  prove  the  former  read  Socrates'  Church  History  (see 
my  discussion  in  Herzog  R.  E.,  Vol.  XIV.  p.  408  ff.).  This  man  was,  on  the  one 
hand,  orthodox  at  every  point,  on  the  other,  an  enthusiastic  partisan  of  'EAA;jv/x>J 
^xi^Bix,  full  of  veneration  for  the  great  Origen  and  his  science,  which  he  held 
was  to  be  fostered  continually.  But  the  production  of  dogma  by  scientific  theology 
was  repugnant  to  him  in  every  sense,  i.e..,  he  accused  and  execrated  dogmatic 
controversies  as  much  in  the  interest  of  a  dogma  fixed  once  for  all  as  in  that  of 
science.  The  Nicene  Symbol  belonged  sufficiently  to  the  past  to  be  accepted  by 
him  as  holy  and  apostolical;  but  beyond  this  every  new  formula  seemed  to  Socrates 
pernicious,  the  controversies  sometimes  fights  in  the  dark  (nyktomachies),  sometimes 
an  outflow  of  deceptive  sophistry  and  ambitious  rivalry:  jr/wTJi  Trpoo-y.vjei'a-öw  to 
ccppvjTOv,  />.,  the  mystery  of  the  trinity.  Had  Socrates  lived  loo  years  earlier,  he 
would  not  have  been  a  Nicene,  but  a  Eusebian  Christian.  He  therefore  passes  very* 
liberal  judgments  on,  and  can  make  excuses  for,  the  latest  "'heretics  "',/.f.,  theologians 
who  have  been  recently  refuted  by  the  Church.  In  this  he  stood  by  no  means 
alone.  Others,  even  at  a  later  date,  went  still  further.  Compare  Evagrius  (II.  E.  I.  il) 
whose  argument  recalls  Orig.  c.  Cels.  III.   12. 

Dogma  has  been  created  by  the  small  number  of  theologians  who  sought  for 
precise  notions,  in  the  endeavour  to  make  clear  the  characteristic  meaning  of  the 
Christian  religion  (Athanasius,  Apollinaris,  Cyril).  That  these  notions,  separated 
from  their  underlying  thought,  fell  into  the  hands  of  ambitious  ecclesiastical 
politicians,  that  the  latter  excited  the  fanaticism  of  the  ignorant  in  their  support,  \ 
and  that  the  final  decision  was  often  due  to  motives  which  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  case,  is  admittedly  undeniable.  But  the  theologians  are  not  therefore  to 
blame,  who  opposed  in  the  Church  a  lazy  contentment  with  mystery,  or  an  un- 
limited pursuit  of  scientific  speculation.  Their  effort  to  make  clear  the  essence  of 
Christianity,  as  they  understood  it,  and  at  the  same  time  to  provide  a  XoytKv^ 
fixrpsi'x,  was  rather,  next  to  the  zealous  order  of  monks  with  whom  they  were  intimately 
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Logos  doctrine  towards  complete  separation  of  the  Son  from 
the  Father.  '  It  sprang  not  only  from  Modalists,  but  also  from 
disciples  of  Origen,  and  it  celebrated  at  Nicaea  an  amazingly 
rapid  triumph.  In  opposition  to  a  school  which  had  ventured 
too  far  forward,  and  had  embroidered  the  doctrines  of  Paul  of 
Samosata  with  questionable  tenets  of  Origen,  the  term  'O[y.oov7io:, 
once  banned  at  Antioch,  was  successfully  elevated  to  the  dignity 
of  the  watchword  of  faith. 

The  importance  of  this  rapid  triumph  for  the  history  of 
dogma  cannot  be  rated  too  highly.  But  procured  as  it  was  by 
the  Emperor,  the  victory  would  have  been  resultless,  had  it  not 
been  for  the  man  whose  biography  coincides  with  the  history 
of  dogma  of  the  fourth  century — Athanasius, 

The  second  division  of  the  history  of  dogma,  the  account  of 
its  development,  opens  with  Athanasius,  but  his  conception  of 
the  faith  also  dominated  following  centuries.  Augustine  alone 
surpassed  him  in  importance ;  for  Augustine  was  an  Origen  and 
Athanasius    in    one  — and    he    was    still    more."     However,    the 

connected,  the  sole  great  feature  in  the  epoch.  They  set  themselves  to  stem  the 
vis  inertiis  of  the  pious,  and  with  the  highest  success.  When  indolence  in  the  end 
held  the  field,  an  important  result  had  at  any  rate  been  attained.  The  period  from 
Athanasius  till  about  the  middle  of  the  fifth  century  was  in  many  respects  the 
brilliant  epoch  of  theology  in  the  Church.  Not  even  the  age  of  Scholasticism  can 
compare  with  it.  That  the  work  of  the  theologians  became  faith  according  to  the 
Church — a  thing  Origen  never  thought  of — involved  ■  its  strength  and  weakness 
alike.  The  fanaticism  of  the  masses  for  dogmatic  and  philosophical  catch-words — • 
see  the  amusing  narrative  of  Gregoiy  of  Nyssa,  0pp.  ed.  Paris,  1638,  T.  III. 
p.  466 — affords  no  information  as  to  the  measure  of  their  comprehension  5  for  the 
dogmatic  catch-word  is  merely  a  fetish  in  wide  circles. 

1  Origen's  doctrine  of  subordination  was  felt  in  the  West  simply  to  constitute 
ditheism;  see  Vol.  III.,  p.  85  ff. 

"  See  Ranke,  Weltgeschichte  Vol.  IV.  i,  p.  307:  "Augustine's  system  is,  if  I 
mistake  not,  the  second  that  ai-ose  in  the  Church;  it  set  aside  the  peculiar  charac- 
teristics of  the  first,  that  of  Origen,  and  then  made  good  its  position."  We  can  only 
admit  that  it  held  its  ground  in  a  modified  sense.  In  fact  we  see  here  a  parallel 
of  the  highest  significance  in  the  history  of  the  world.  The  Church  has  produced 
two  fundamental  systems,  Origen's  and  Augustine's.  But  the  history  of  theology  in 
the  East  is  the  history  of  the  setting  aside  of  Origen's  system,  and  the  same  is  to 
be  said  of  the  Augustinian  in  the  Catholic  West.  Only  the  procedure  in  the  East 
was  more  thorough-going  and  open  than  in  the  West.  In  the  former  Origen  was 
condemned,  in  the  latter  Augustine  was  constantly  celebrated  as  the  greatest 
Doctor  ecc/estcc.  In  both  cases,  however,  the  rejection  of  the  theological  system 
caused  the  loss  of  a  coherent  and  uniform  Christian  conception  of  the  world. 
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future  course  of  history  has  yet  to  decide  whether  Athanasius' 
thought  will  not  in  the  end  live  longer  than  the  conceptions  of 
Augustine.  At  the  present  day  at  least  Augustine  is  given  up 
sooner  than  Athanasius  in  the  Churches. 

But  it  is  really  not  permissible  to  compare  these  great  men. 
Augustine  was  a  loftier  genius,  a  man  of  inexhaustible  wealth 
of  ideas  and  sentiment;  Athanasius'  greatness  consisted  in  re- 
duction^ in  the  energy  with  which,  from  a  multitude  of  diverg- 
ent speculations  claiming  to  rest  on  tradition,  he  gave  exclusive 
validity  to  those  in  which  the  strength  of  religion  then  lay. 
Augustine  opened  up  a  new  view  of  the  highest  blessings  and 
of  human  nature  in  the  Church,  he  scattered  a  thousand  germs 
for  the  future ;  Athanasius,  like  every  reformer,  reduced,  he  first 
secured  a  sphere  of  its  own  to  the  Christian  religion  on  the 
soil,  already  won,  of  Greek  speculation,  and  he  referred  every- 
thing to  the  thought  of  redemption.  Augustine  invented  a  new 
speculation,  and  the  fascinating  language  of  the  deepest  religious 
feeling,  beyond  which  changed  times  and  manners  seem  unable  to 
go ;  Athanasius  was  unable  to  put  forward  either  gifts  of  specula- 
tion or  of  eloquence  on  behalf  of  the  thought  in  which  he 
lived.     His    strength    arose  out  of  his  conviction  and  his  office. 

Athanasius  was  a  reformer,  though  not  in  the  highest  sense 
of  the  word.  Behind  and  beside  him  existed  a  speculation 
which  led  on  a  shoreless  sea,  and  the  ship  was  in  danger  of 
losing  its  helm.  '  He  grasped  the  rudder.  We  may  compare 
the  situation  with  that  in  which  Luther  found  himself  when 
confronting  the  mediaeval  Church  and  Scholasticism.  It  was  not 
for  a  word,  or  a  formula, "  that  he  was  concerned,  but  a  crucial 

1  It  might  seem  as  if  we  ought  to  grant  the  same  credit  to  Arius  of  having 
reduced  and  given  fixity  to  vacillating  and  divergent  speculations.  But  apart  from 
the  contents  and  value  of  his  doctrine,  Arius  was  always  disposed  to  make  conces- 
sions, and  as  semi-opponents  defended  him,  so  he  unhesitatingly  accepted  half 
friends  for  complete  allies.  This  very  fact  proves,  however,  that  he  would  never 
have  succeeded  in  clearing  up  the  position. 

"  Athanasius  always  made  a  sparing  use  of  the  catch-word  'Of^oovirtoz  in  his  works. 
The  formula  was  not  sacred  to  him,  but  only  the  cause  which  he  apprehended 
and  established  under  cover  of  the  formula.  His  conduct  at  the  Synod  of  Ale.xandria 
shows  that  he  laid  no  stress  on  words.  For  his  theology  he  needed  no  Creed.  The 
existence    of  one    in  the   Nicene  was  valuable  to  him,  but  he  was  far  from  wor« 


Chap,  i.]  HISTORICAL    SITUATION  I41 

thought  of  his  faith,  the  redemption  and  raising  of  humanity 
to  divine  Hfe  through  the  God-man.  It  was  only  from  the  cer- 
tainty that  the  divinity  manifest  in  Jesus  Christ  possessed  the 
nature  of  the  Deity  (unity  of  being)  and  was  for  this  reason 
alone  in  a  position  to  raise  us  to  divine  life,  that  faith  was  to 
receive  its  strength,  life  its  law,  and  theology  its  direction. 
But  Athanasius  in  thus  giving  the  chief  place  to  faith  in  the 
God-man  who  alone  delivers  from  death  and  sin,  furnished  prac- 
tical piety,  then  almost  exclusively  to  be  found  in  monkish 
asceticism,  with  its  loftiest  motive.  To  speak  briefly,  this  com- 
bined as  closely  as  possible  the  'Ofy^ooviriog  (consubstantial),  which 
guaranteed  the  deification  of  human  nature,  with  monkish  asceti- 
cism, and  raised  the  latter  from  its  still  under-ground  or,  at  least, 
insecure  realm  to  the  public  life  of  the  Church.  While  fighting 
against  the  phrase  the  created  Logos  {KÖyoq-y.Ti^'j.x)  as  heathen 
and  as  a  denial  of  the  power  of  the  Christian  religion,  he  at  the 
same  time  as  strenuously  opposed  worldly  pursuits.  He  sub- 
ordinated Scripture,  tradition,  and  theology  to  the  thought  that 
the  Redeemer  was  God  by  nature,  but  he  also  strove  to  work 
out  the  Christian  life  which  received  its  motive  from  close 
communion  with  the  God-Christ,  '  and  the  prospect  of  being 
invested  both  the  divine  nature.  If  we  would  do  justice  to 
Athanasius,  both  these  facts  must  be  kept  in  mind.  He  became 
the  father  of  Catholic  orthodoxy  and  the  patron  of  ecclesiastical 
monachism,  and  that  he  never  would  have  been,  had  he  not 
also  set  the  practical  ideal  of  the  piety  of  the  time  '  on  the 
candlestick'.  ' 

There  is  here  nothing  new  in  the  common  sense  of  the  word ; 
Athanasius  had  really  on  his  side,  the  best  part  of  the  tradition 
of  the  Church,  to  which  he  also  appealed.  Irenötus  had  already 
given    the    central    place  to  the  object,  nature,  and  accomplish- 

shipping  Symbols.  While  many  of  his  friends  sought  supporl  in  the  authority  of 
the  formula,  he  sought  and  found  it  solely  in  the  cause. 

'  Bigg  (I.e.,  p.  18S)  has  very  rightly  called  attention  to  the  high  value  attached 
by  orthodox  Fathers  after  Athanasius'  triumph  to  the  Song  of  Songs  in  Origen's 
exposition. 

"  See  the  Vita  Anton,  of  Athanasius  and  Gregory  of  Naz.,  Orat.  21.  It  is  note- 
worthy that  Paul  of  Samosata  and  the  Eusebians  were  worldly  Christians.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  puritanism  of  Arius  is,  of  course,  famous. 
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ment  of  redemption  in  the  categories :  Logos,  incarnation,  God- 
man,  deification,  and  sons  of  God.  Athanasius  could  refer  to 
a  series  of  ideas  in  Origen  and  other  Alexandrian  catechists  in 
support  of  his  distinctive  treatment  of  the  Logos  doctrine.  New 
alone  was  the  fact,  the  energy  and  exclusiveness  of  his  view 
and  action  at  a  time  when  everything  threatened  to  undergo 
dissolution. 

Athanasius  was  no  scientific  theologian  in  the  strict  sense  of 
the  term;  from  theology  he  descended  to  piety,  and  found  the 
exact  word  required.  A  man  of  authority,  and  attached  to  the 
tradition  of  his  school,  he  was  not  in  a  position  to  disentangle 
the  problem  from  the  context  in  which  the  Apologists  and 
Origen  had  set  it.  He  was  a  disciple  of  Origen,  but  his  attitude 
first  to  Marcellus,  and  then  to  the  recent  defenders  of  '(),v-;;y7/r;r, 
the  Cappadocians,  proves  that  he  was  as  destitute  of  scientific 
interest  in  a  philosophical  theory  of  life,  as  of  the  obstinacy  of 
theologians.  He  had  to  deal  with  that  which  transcended  theo- 
logy. He  was  the  first  to  raise  to  honour  in  the  Church  in  all 
its  force  the  old  maxim  that  we  must  think  of  Christ  as  God 
{i)q  TTsp)  ösov),  and  therefore  he  paved  the  way  for  the  new 
principle,  that  we  must  think  of  God  as  in  Christ  (J::  h  Xpi7rx). 

In  this  he  stood  aloof  from  the  rational  thought  of  his  time. 
While  admitting  its  premises,  he  added  an  element,  which 
neutral  speculation  was  incapable  of  assimilating  completely. 
Nothing  certainly  was  more  unintelligible  to  it,  than  the  assump- 
tion of  an  essential  unity  of  the  quiescent  and  the  active  Deity. 
Athanasius  fixed  a  gulf  between  the  Logos  of  the  philosophers, 
and  the  Logos  whose  redeeming  work  he  proclaimed.  What 
he  said  of  the  latter,  declaring  the  mystery  strongly  and 
simply,  and  by  no  means  committing  himself  to  new  distinc- 
tions, could  not  but  appear  to  the  Greeks  '  an  offence  and  folly'. 
But  he  did  not  shrink  from  reproach ;  with  firm  hand,  though 
in  awkward  lines,  he  marked  off  a  sphere  of  its  own  for  the 
Christian  faith.  ' 

1  The  Cappadocians,  theologians  who  reconciled  the  faith  of  Athanasius  with 
the  curreut  philosophy,  and  appreliended  it  abstractly,  did  not  retain  his  teaching 
pure  and  simple.  This  is  especially  shown  by  their  doubtful  contention  that  the 
Christian    idea    of  God  was    the  true  mean  between  the  Jewish  antl  Greek.     They 
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And  this  man  respected  science  and  its  free  development. 
We  can  observe  this  in  his  criticisms  of  Origen  and  the  Alex- 
andrian catechists.  Undoubtedly  it  must  have  been  important 
to  him  to  obtain  reliable  witnesses  (testes  veritatis)  for  his 
doctrine,  and  the  effort  to  do  this  explains  frequently  his  prac- 
tice of  making  the  best  of  everything.  But  it  does  not  entirely 
explain  his  conduct.  Christian  faith  was  in  his  view  exhausted 
in  faith  in  the  God-man,  the  incarnation,  and  the  redemption 
which  constituted  a  divine  nature;  for  this  reason  he  permitted 
liberty  in  everything  else.  It  would  seem  that  he  had  no  desire 
to  abolish  Origen's  distinction  between  the  Christian  science  of 
the  perfect  and  the  faith  of  the  imperfect.  He  did  not  sit  as 
a  judge  of  heretics  on  Origen's  doubtful  tenets  and  correct 
them  by  the  regula  fidei,  nor  did  he  follow  the  course  first 
taken  by  Bishop  Peter,  one  of  his  predecessors,  in  Alexandria.  ' 
This  is  all  the  more  remarkable,  as  for  his  own  part  he  could 
hardly  find  a  single  point  in  the  Gnostic  heterodoxies  of  Origen 
with  which  he  could  agree. 

Athanasius  did  not  see  beyond  the  horizon  of  his  own  time. 
He  attributed  the  highest  efficacy  to  the  mysteries  of  the  cultus. 
He  regarded  them  as  the  personal  legacy  of  Christ,  immediate 
emanations  of  his  life  as  God-man,  and  as  containing  the  means 
of  applying  salvation.  If  in  succeeding  centuries  the  religious 
interest  attached  itself  more  and  more  closely  to  ritual,  that 
did  not  imply  any  contradiction  of  the  conception  of  the  great 
Alexandrian.  He  also  laboured  on  behalf  of  the  dogma  which 
was    to    obtain    its    practical    and    effective    presentation    in    the 

boldly  characterised  the  plurality  of  Hypostases,  e.g.^  as  a  phase  of  truth  preserved  in 
Greek  polytheism.  Athanasius,  therefore,  did  not  take  unmixed  pleasure  in  their 
work.  Cf.  the  Xöyoc,  y,oi.T-/\x^rix.6c,  of  Gregory  of  Nyssa  (ch.  4,  ed.  Oehler) :  "  Jewisli 
dogma  is  refuted  by  adoption  of  the  Word,  and  by  faith  in  the  Spirit,  but  the 
illusion  of  the  Greeks  (EAA^^v/^oi/ts?)  in  worshipping  a  multiplicity  of  Gods  is 
dispelled  by  the  (doctrine  of  the)  unity  of  nature  which  destroys  the  extravagant 
opinion  of  a  (divine)  plurality.  We  must,  in  turn,  retain  the  unity  of  being  from 
the  Jewish  type  of  faith,  and  only  the  distinction  of  personal  (divine)  existences 
from  the  Greek;  and  by  this  means  godless  conceptions  are  met  on  the  left  and 
right  in  correspondingly  salutary  ways.  For  the  trinity  is  a  corrective  for  those 
who  err  as  to  unity,  just  as  the  doctrine  of  the  unity  (of  God)  is  for  those  who 
have  made  shipwreck  by  belief  in  plurality." 
1     See  Vol.  111.,  p.  99  ff. 
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monks    on    the    one    hand,  and  in  ritual  on  the  other,  until  the 
transitory  was  exalted  into  the  permanent.  • 

AtJianasius'  iviportance  to  posterity  consisted  in  this,  that  lie 
defined  Christian  faith  exclusively  as  faith  in  redemption  throiigli 
the  God-man  ivJio  was  identical  in  Jiature  ivitJi  God,  and  that 
thereby  he  restored  to  it  fixed  boundaries  and  specific  contents.  ' 
Eastern  Christendom  has  been  able  to  add  )wtJii7ig  7tp  to  the 
present  day.  Eveii  in  theory  it  has  hit  on  no  change,  merely 
overloadi'/ig  the  idea  of  Athanasius ;  but  the  Western  CJinrch 
also  preserved  this  faith  as  fundamental.  Follozving  on  tlie 
theology  of  the  Apologists  and  Origen,  it  was  the  efficient  means 
of  preventing  the  complete  Hellenising  and  secularisation  of  1 
CJiristianity. 

\ 
The   history   of  dogma   in  the  East  after  the  Nicene  Council  i 
reveals  two  interlacing  lines  of  development.    First,  the  idea  of  { 
the    God-man    from    the    point    of   view  of  the  redemption  and 
elevation    of  the  human  race  to  divine  life,  in  other  words,  the 
faith    of   Athanasius,    was    elaborated  on  all  sides.     In  this  the 
history    of   dogma,    in    the    strict   sense  of  the  term,  exhausted 
itself,    for    dogma    was    faith  in  the  God-man.     But  with  this  a 
second    development    was    closely    connected,    one    which    dealt 

1  In  the  cleverly  written  introduction  to  his  description  of  "Western  Church 
architecture"  (Stuttgart,  1884),  Dehio  works  out  the  idea  that  the  classical  period 
of  ancient  Christian  architecture,  the  fourth  century,  was  distinguished  not  by  the 
multiplicity  of  ideas  and  forms  of  construction,  but  rather  by  the  simplification  or 
reduction  of  the  forms.  The  Church,  confronted  by  the  number  of  models  in  ancient 
architecture,  laid  hold  of  one  of  them,  the  Bafülica,  and  transmitted  it  alone  to 
the  Middle  Ages.  That,  however,  meant  not  a  loss,  but  an  advance.  "  The  genius 
of  Christianity  contributed  nothing  new  to  the  architectural  creations  of  Rome  and 
Alexandria.  The  great  revolution  it  evoked  lay  in  another  direction.  It  consisted  in 
the  reduction  of  the  multiplicity  of  styles  to  one  dominant  and  sole  form,  not  so  much 
by  a  metamorphosis  of  artistic  feeling,  as  by  making  religion  once  more  the  central 
motive  of  life.  It  thus  assigned  to  the  future  architecture  of  the  Middle  Ages  con- 
ditions analogous  to  those  which  governed  the  beginnings  of  Greek  art;  and  thus 
the  birth  of  Gothic  art  was  possible  at  the  climax  of  the  Middle  Ages — for  the 
second  time  in  history,  a  true  organic  style,  like  that  of  the  Greek  temple."  This 
observation  is  extremely  instructive  to  the  historian  of  dogma.  The  thought  of 
Athanasius  corresponds  in  theology  to  the  meaning  of  the  Basilica  in  the  history 
of  architecture  in  the  fourth  century.  Both  were  happy  simplifications  from  a  wealth 
of  ideas — reductions  which  concealed  full  and  varied  contents. 
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with  the  relations  of  dogma  and  theology.     Here  also  one  man 
can    be    named :    it  was  the  science  that  Origen  had  cultivated 
which    formed   the  centre  of  interest.     However,  since  his  days 
the    problem    had    become    more    complicated,    for    theological 
principles    that    penetrated    deeply  had  been  received  into  faith 
itself,    and  the  great  development  up  to  the  Council  of  Chalce- 
don,  and  still  later,  consisted  in  the  incorporation  of  theological 
results   and    formulas  in  the  general  belief  of  the  Church.     The 
question,  accordingly,  was  not  merely  whether  a  freer  and  more 
independent  theology,  like  Origen's  in  spirit  and  method,  could 
receive    an    acknowledged    position  and  latitude  in  the  Church ; 
whether,  in  general,  the  phases  of  criticism  and  idealistic  spirit- 
ualism,   included    in  Origen's  science,  were  to  be  tolerated.     It 
was   a    much    harder  problem  that  arose,  though  one  that  from 
its  nature  was  always  half  concealed.  If  the  theological  dogma, 
at  the  moment  when  it  became  a  creed  of  the  Church,  received 
the   value  of  an  apostolic  doctrine  which  had  never  been  want- 
ing   in    the    Church,    how  were  the  theologians  to  be  regarded 
who    had    really    created    it,  and  how  were  the  most  venerated 
men  of  the  past  to  be  looked  upon  who  had  either  been  wholly 
ignorant    of   the  dogma,  or  had  incidentally,  or  avowedly,  con- 
tradicted it?  The  conclusion  is  clear.  The  former  were  to  receive 
special     honour    as    witnesses    to,    but    not   as    creators  of,    the 
truth.     The    latter    it    was    necessary  to  abandon,  however  real 
and    constructive    their    labours    may    once    have  been,  or  their 
works  were  to  be  coloured,  corrected,  or  even  amended  by  the 
insertion  of  glosses.  But  how  long  will  a  theology  receive  room 
to  work  on  dogma,  if  the  work  is  again  and  again  to  be  disguised 
and    how    long    will    theologians  be  found  to  continue  the  dan- 
gerous   business  ?  "  Theology  is  the  most  thankless  of  sciences. 
It    crushes    its    builders    with    the  very  stones  which  they  have 
helped    to    erect."     The    relation    of  theology  to  dogma  recalls 
the    myth  of  Chronos.     But  here  it  is  not  the  father  who  swal- 
lows his  children,  it  is  the  creature  that  devours  its  creators  up 
to  the  third  and  fourth  generations.   As,  moreover,  the  age  from 
the    fourth    to    the    sixth    centuries    is    the  classic  period  of  all 
dogma,    so  in  no  other  period  does  it  so  clearly  exhibit  to  the 
historian  its  characteristic  of  demandins:  livinsf  sacrifices. 
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Accordingly  we  observe  two  phenomena  in  these  centuries.  ^ 
First,  w^e  have  a  continuous  fight  against  the  free  theology  of 
Origen,  against  the  heterodoxies  which  it  embraced,  its  critical 
phase,  and  its  idealistic  speculation.  At  any  rate,  more  than  two 
centuries  elapsed  before  it  was  finally  refused  all  right  of  citizen- 
ship in  the  Church,  and  at  the  same  time  'EAAj^v/^cv;  vrxi'hslx 
(Greek  culture)  was  deprived  of  any  greater  influence  on  dogma, 
than  what  the  latter  required  for  its  correct  exposition  and 
justification.  ^  But,  in  the  second  place,  a  traditionalism  arose 
which  looked  distrustfully  on  theology  taking  any  share  in  the 
work  of  the  Church  at  the  time,  which  substituted  authority 
for  science,  while  it  either  exalted  ancient  teachers  to  heaven 
as  saints,  or  hurled  them  down  to  hell  as  heretics.  It  was  due 
to  the  secret  logic  of  events  that  such  a  tendency  gained 
strength  and  finally  triumphed ;  for  if  even  the  most  capable 
and  independent  theologians  were  compelled  to  live  under  the 
delusion  that  what  was  new  in  their  teaching  could  never  be 
true,  or  that  the  true  could  not  possibly  be  new,  it  necessarily 
followed  that  fewer  and  fewer  would  be  found  to  undertake  their 
dangerous  work.  ^     Accordingly,  after  dogma  had  developed  to 

'  The  prestige  of  Origen  in  the  Church  was  still  in  the  first  half  of  the  fifth 
century  almost  absolute  and  incomparable  in  wide  circles.  As  we  have  above 
remarked,  the  Church  history  of  Socrates  is  in  this  respect  particularly  instructive. 
The  belittlers  and  enemies  of  this  man  were  vain  and  ambitious  obscurantists, 
hero-levelling  fellows;  against  them — Methodius,  Eustathius,  Apollinaris,  and  I 
Theophilus — he  appealed  to  the  testimony  of  Athanasius  on  behalf  of  Origen's 
orthodoxy  (VI.  13).  Even  the  view  that  Origen's  works  and  utterances  required  U> 
be  sifted,  appeared  to  him  folly  (VI.  17).  He  defended  everything  that  the  master 
wrote.  It  was  incomprehensible  to  him  how  the  Arians  could  study  and  value 
Origen,  without  becoming  orthodox  (VII.  6) — tr  the  Arians  the  opposite  was  in- 
comprehensible— and  he  declares  with  absolute  conviction  that  Porphyry  and  Julian 
would  not  have  written  what  they  did  if  they  had  read  the  great  teacher  (III.  23). 
Further,  Origen  was  once  more  quoted  in  the  Monophysite  controversies.  Apart 
from  special  uses  of  it,  his  name  represented  a  great  cause,  namely,  no  less  than 
the  right  of  science,  'EA/jfv/xij  ttxiSsix,  in  the  Church,  a  right  contested  by  tradi- 
tionalism in  conjunction  with  the  monks. 

2  It  was  pointed  out  above,  p.  138,  note  i,  that  even  orthodox  theological 
leaders  were  not  comfortable  in  their  dogmatic  work,  so  that  the  position  from 
the  middle  of  the  sixth  century,  the  sovereign  rule  of  traditionalism,  was  really 
the  goal  desired  from  the  beginning.  The  works  of  all  prominent  theologians 
testify  to  this.  Some  deplored  the  fact  that  the  mystery  could  not  be  worshipped 
in  silence,  that  they  were  compelled  to  speak :  and  the  rest  say  explicitly,  that  the  1 
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a  certain  extent,  held  a  certain  number  of  conceptions  capable 
of  employing  the  intelligence,  and  was  adapted  to  scholastic 
treatment,  it  became  so  sensitive  that  it  ceased  to  tolerate  a 
theology  that  would  carry  it  further,  even  under  all  possible 
safe-guards.  The  theology  that  did  independent  work,  that  at 
no  time  professed  to  produce  dogma,  and  therefore  really  had 
not  existed,  now  came  actually  to  an  end.  The  date  coincides 
with  that  at  which  Origen  was  condemned  (the  sixth  century). 
The  history  of  this  process  ran  its  course  very  gradually.  On 
the  other  hand,  there  was  no  want  of  important  actions  in  the 
history  of  the  ejection  of  Origen's  doctrine.  We  have  here  to 
mention  the  '  Origenist  controversies ',  though  we  must  not  limit 
them,  as  has  been  customary,  to  a  few  decades.  Along  with 
them  the  opposition  to  the  school  of  Antioch  and  its  condemn- 
ation come  before  us.  But  we  must  not  look  at  the  victory  of 
the  creed  of  the  Church  over  theological  liberties  merely  from 
the  point  of  view  of  a  decline  of  science  in  the  Church.  We 
have  rather  to  consider  what  a  more  liberal  speculative  and 
critical  science  had  to  offer  at  the  time  to  the  Church.  In  view 
of  the  way  in  which  the  pursuit  of  theology  and  the  exposition 
of  the  faith  were  intertwined,  there  were  gifts  which  the  Church 
had  to  decline  in  order  to  maintain  its  tradition,  i.e.,  the  stand- 
ard left  to  it  of  its  Christianity.  But  the  heterodoxies  of  the 
theologians  presented  neither  an  incentive  to  nor  the  means  for  a 
revision  of  the  whole  doctrine  in  its  possession.  Besides,  the 
entire  process  of  expelling  the  freer  theology  was  carried  out 
without  crises  worth  mentioning,  as  if  spontaneously.  That  is 
the  strongest  evidence  of  the  weakness  of  the  speculations  and 
critical  views  which  sought  to  hold  their  ground  alongside  the 
doctrine  of  the  Church.  The  condition  of  affairs  at  the  close, 
when  we  have  (i)  dogma  (2)  a  theology  of  scholastic  mysticism, 
and  (3)  antiquarian  and  formal  science  not  confused  with  religion, 

truth  of  their  propositious  lay  iu  their  negations  alone.  Hihary  expresses  himself  per- 
haps most  strongly  (De  trinit.  II.  2):  "  Compellimur  haereticorum  et  blasphemantium 
vitiis  illicita  agere,  ai'dua  scandere,  ineffabilia  eloqui,  inconcessa  prnssumere.  Et  cum 
sola  fide  explorari,  quce  prsecepta  sunt,  oporteret,  adorare  scilicet  patrem  et  venerari 
cum  eo  filium,  sancto  spiritu  abundare,  cogimur  sermonis  nostri  humilitatem  ad  ea, 
quae  inenarrabilia  sunt  extendere  et  in  vitium  vitio  coarctamur  alieno,  ut.  quae 
conlineri  religione  mentium  oportuisset,  nunc  in  periculumhumanicloquii  proferantur." 
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was  in  many  respects  an  improvement,  and  the  value  of  the 
product  received  its  strongest  attestation  in  the  duration  of  the 
system.  Leaving  out  of  account  a  few  oscillations,  that  had 
been  actually  attained,  which  the  'conservatives',  i.e.,  the  great 
majority  in  all  phases  of  violent  dogmatic  conflicts,  had  longed 
for,  and  had  therefore  always  contemplated.  A  mysterious 
dogma  had  been  arrived  at,  one  elevated  above  the  schools, 
which  gave  theologians  liberty  to  be  antiquarians,  philologists, 
or  philosophers ;  for  what  independent  work  was  left  in  the 
pursuit  of  dogma  was  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  these  special- 
ists, so  far  as  it  did  not  come  under  the  review  of  the  experts 
in  mysteries  and  liturgies.  But  the  great  loss  consisted  in 
the  fact  that  men  no  longer  possessed  a  theological  system 
complete  in  itself.  Origen's  was  the  only  one  that  the  Greek 
Church  had  produced.  After  its  rejection  there  existed,  besides 
dogma,  a  vast  sum  of  incongruous  fragments,  bound  artificially 
together  by  quotations  from  Scripture  and  tradition  and  from 
Aristotelian  scholasticism.  The  great  dogmatic  work  of  John  of 
Damascus  only  appears  to  be  a  logically  connected  system ;  it 
is  in  reality  far  from  that. 

As  regards  the  periods,  the  dividing  lines  are  formed  by 
the  CEcumenical  Synods,  namely,  the  so-called  2nd,  then  the 
4th,  5th,  6th  and  7th.  But  we  can  also  use  the  names  of 
Theodosius  I.,  Pope  Leo  L,  Justinian,  and  Pope  Agatho.  The 
unification  of  the  Churches  was  rendered  possible  by  the  fact 
that  they  obtained  a  forum  publicum  (a  public  tribunal)  in  the 
universal  Synods.  '  For  the  Creeds  of  the  provincial  Churches, 
which  agreed  only  in  the  main  points,  and  not  even  in  all 
these,  the  Councils  substituted  a  dogmatic  confession  whose 
proclamation,  enactment,  and  extension  excited  the  most  violent 
conflicts.     At   the  same  time  the  confederation  of  the  Churches 

1  But  for  Coustantiiie  the  Nicene  Council  would  not  have  been  canied  through, 
and  but  for  the  Emperor's  uniform  creeds  would  not  been  arrived  at.  They  were 
Athanasius'  best  coadjutors.  Nay,  even  the  Emperors  hostile  to  him  helped  him ; 
for  they  used  every  effort  to  unite  the  Church  on  the  basis  of  a  fixed  confession. 
It  is  therefore  absurd  to  abuse  the  State  Church,  and  yet  to  regard  the  establishment 
of  the  orthodox  creed  as  a  gain. 
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became  a  reality  through  the  imperial  policy,  which  sought  to 
come  into  touch  with  the  strongest  dogmatic  currents,  though 
not  infrequently  it  supported  trivialities.  The  last  traces  of 
independence  possessed  by  individual  communities  were  des- 
troyed; along  with  unity,  uniformity  in  doctrine,  discipline,  and 
worship  was  almost  re-established,  and  the  constitution  of  the 
Church,  even  in  the  higher  ranks,  was  gradually  so  adapted  to 
that  of  the  empire  that  the  hierarchical  organisation  and  ad- 
ministration of  the  Church  corresponded  to  the  order  of  the 
State.  But  this  re-arrangement  required,  in  part,  to  be  carried 
out  by  force  {rvpxyi/lg  of  the  Emperors  and  a  few  great  Bishops), 
and  speaking  strictly,  was  a  reality  for  only  a  few  decades.  It 
excited  counter-movements;  in  opposition  to  it  nationalistic  feeling 
first  really  gained  strength,  especially  in  the  East,  and  the  great 
schisms  of  the  national  Churches  there  were  also  a  consequence 
of  the  absolutist  attempts  at  unification.  '  In  the  West  the  State 
collapsed  under  the  storms  of  the  tribal  migration  at  the  moment 
when,  in  the  East,  the  dismemberment  of  the  imperial  Church 
into  national  Churches  began.  The  attempts  of  the  East  Roman 

1  See  Halcli,  The  Councils  and  the  Unity  of  the  Church,  in  his  Social  Constitution 
of  the  Christian  Churches,  p.  172  fif. ;  he  has  given  an  excellent  account  of  the 
share  of  the  State  in  this  unity  and  its  limitations;  compare  also  my  Analekten, 
p.  253  ff.  In  the  process  by  which  Christendom  was  united  externally  and  ecclesias- 
tically, we  can  distinguish  in  the  East  three,  and  in  the  West  four,  epochs.  The 
first  thi-ee  were  common  to  the  Churches  of  both  East  and  West.  The  first  was 
characterised  by  the  recognition  of  the  apostolic  rule  of  faith  in  opposition  to  the 
erroneous  creeds  of  heretical  associations,  after  a  common  ideal  and  a  common 
hope  had  united  Christians  up  to  the  middle  of  the  second  century.  The  Kaviiv 
Tvji;  TTia-TSoo?  became  the  basis  of  xSb?.<P6t>^q.  The  second  epoch,  in  which  organisa- 
tion became  already  of  supreme  importance,  was  represented  in  the  theory  of  the 
episcopal  office,  and  in  the  creation  of  the  metropolitan  constitution.  While  this 
was  struggling  to  establish  itself  amid  violent  crises,  the  State  of  Constantine 
brought  about  the  third  epoch,  in  which  the  Cliurch,  by  becoming  completely 
political,  was  united,  and  thus  arrived  at  an  external  and  uniform  unity,  so  that 
in  it  the  essential  nature  of  the  Empire  was  continued.  The  Church  became  the 
most  solid  organisation  in  the  Empire,  because  it  rested  on  the  imperial  order  of 
the  ancient  kingdom.  It  got  no  further  than  this  organisation  in  the  East;  indeed, 
several  great  provincial  Chmxhes  soon  separated  from  it;  for  the  creation  of  Con- 
stantine concealed  germs  of  dissolution;  see  Zahn,  Konstantin  d.  Gr.  1876,  p.  31  f.  In 
the  West,  on  the  contrary,  the  Roman  Bishop  began  to  engage  in  those  enterprises 
which,  favoured  by  circumstances,  succeeded  in  the  course  of  centuries  in  sub- 
stituting   a   new    and   distinctively  ecclesiastical  unity  for  that  created  by  the  state. 
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emperors  to  recover  the  Western  half  of  the  realm,  or  at  least 
parts  of  it,  more  than  once  thwarted  the  oriental  policy  imper- 
atively required  of  them,  and  are  also,  from  the  complications 
to  which  they  led,  of  great  importance  for  the  history  of  dogma. 
While  the  Emperors  of  Byzantium  were  involved  in  a  double 
task,  which  constituted  an  insoluble  dilemma,  the  Roman  Bishops 
served  themselves  heirs  to  the  West  Roman  kingdom.  In  the 
revolution  in  political  and  social  affairs,  Christians  and  Latins 
were  compelled  to  postpone  their  separate  interests  and  to  attach 
themselves  closely  to  the  most  powerful  defender  of  the  old 
institutions.  The  Germans,  who  apparently  broke  up  the  Empire, 
brought  about  the  internal  unity  of  all  that  was  Catholic  and 
Latin,  and  strengthened  the  position  of  ecclesiastical  Rome.  The 
East,  on  the  contrary,  which  had  been  less  endangered  actually 
did  break  up.  In  the  Western  Catholic  Church  the  ancient 
Roman  Empire  was  preserved  after  a  fashion  with  its  order  and 
culture.  This  Church  had  no  longer  beside  it  a  state  similar 
in  character  and  closely  related  to  itself  and  thus  its  Bishop 
could  train  the  new  peoples  to  his  service,  and  soon  undertook 
an  independent  policy  against  the  Western  schemes  of  the  East 
Roman  Emperors.  The  internal  separation  between  East  and 
West  was  complete,  when  neither  understood  the  language  of 
the  other.  Yet  the  West  still  took  an  active  interest  in  the 
controversy  of  the  '  Three  Chapters ',  and  at  the  same  time 
obtained,  in  the  translation  of  the  Antiochene  and  Persian  In- 
stituta  regularia  divince  legis,  and  in  the  great  works  translated 
at  the  instigation  of  Cassiodorus,  valuable  gifts  from  the  East 
which  stand  comparison  with  those  made  by  Hilary,  Ambrose, 
Rufinus,  and  Jerome.  Even  in  the  seventh  century  Rome  and 
the  East  were  for  a  time  engaged  in  a  lively  correspondence. 
But  the  rule  of  Byzantium  over  Rome  was  felt  to  be  that  of 
the  foreigner,  and  conversely  the  Roman  spirit  was  alien  to  the 
Orientals.  Their  relations  were  forced.  Augustine  hardly  left  a 
trace  in  the  Eastern  Church.  That  was  its  greatest  calamity. 
Of  course  it  was  less  disposed  by  its  past  to  understand  him 
than  the  Western  Church,  and  it  was  at  no  time  really  inclined 
to  accept  instruction  from  its  rival. 

The    first    period    of   the    History    of  Dogma  closes  with  tlie 
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Synods  of  Constantinople  (381 — 383).  At  them  faith  in  the 
complete  divinity  of  the  Redeemer  was  finally  settled  as  the 
creed  of  the  Catholic  Church,  and  his  complete  humanity  was  also 
expressly  acknowledged.  Next  to  Athanasius  the  chief  part  in 
the  decision  was  taken  by  the  Cappadocians  on  the  one  hand, 
and  by  the  Roman  Bishop  and  Ambrose  on  the  other.  It  would 
not  have  been  arrived  at,  however,  so  early,  if  it  had  not  been 
carried  through  in  Constantinople  by  a  powerful  ruler  who  came 
from  the  West.  The  theologians,  so  far  as  any  took  part  in  it, 
were  men  who  were  equipped  with  the  full  culture  of  the  period, 
and  were  also  devoted  to  the  ideals  of  monastic  piety.  The 
Cappadocians  were  still  relatively  independent  theologians, 
worthy  disciples  and  admirers  of  Origen,  using  new  forms  to 
make  the  faith  of  Athanasius  intelligible  to  contemporary  thought, 
and  thus  establishing  them,  though  with  modifications,  on  a 
secure  basis.  Beside  them  stood  Apollinaris  of  Laodicea,  a  man 
who  anticipated  the  problems  of  the  future,  who  was  their  equal 
in  scholarship,  and  surpassed  them  in  many  respects  in  theology. 
But  Arianism  revealed  its  weakness  by  nothing  more  than  its 
rapid  decline  after  it  ceased  to  possess  the  imperial  favour. 
The  impression  made  by  it  on  the  German  nations,  and  its 
prolonged  popularity  with  them,  must  be  described  as  an 
I  *  accident '  in  history.  Catholicism  was  first  made  a  reality  by 
Theodosius  I. — 'the  idea  of  a  communion  which  should  unite 
East  and  West  in  the  same  confession,  beyond  which  no  other 
form  of  confession  was  recognised.'  But  Ranke  remarks  rightly  ' 
that  the  Christian  idea  (of  Nicene  orthodoxy)  gained  the  upper 
hand  over  Hellenistic  and  heretical  systems,  not  from  the  doc- 
trine alone,  but  from  the  course  of  events.  The  victory  of  the 
Nicene  Council  was  also  decided  at  the  Tigris  by  the  defeat 
of  JuHan,  and  at  Adrianople  by  the  death  of  Valens.  In  this 
first  period  the  Christian  Church  was  still  in  constant  touch  with 
Hellenism,  and  adopted  from  it  whatever  it  could  use.  But  the 
history  of  dogma  can  only  give  a  very  meagre  view  of  these 
relations.  Its  boundaries  gradually  become  altogether  more 
restricted.  In  the  first  three  centuries  it  can  hardly  be  separated 

1    Weltgeschichte  IV.    I,  p.  305    f. 
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from  the  universal  history  of  the  Church ;  in  those  following  the 
general  life  of  the  Church  is  less  and  less  clearly  reflected  in 
it.  He  who  desires  to  become  acquainted  with  that  life,  must 
study  the  monachism,  worship,  ethics,  and  especially  the  theolo- 
gical science  of  the  age.  There  is  nothing  in  the  history  of 
dogma  to  require  us  to  portray  a  figure  like  that  of  Synesius, 
and,  if  we  define  our  task  strictly,  we  can  make  little  use  of 
the  rich  epistolary  literature  of  the  time. 

The  second  period  extends  to  the  Council  of  Chalcedon 
(451).  Its  first  and  longer  half  covers  the  time  in  which  the 
imperial  Church,  resting  on  the  Nicene  basis  and  directed  by 
emperor,  priest,  and  monk,  established  itself.  But  after  a  time 
of  comparative  peace, '  the  question  again  emerged  as  to  the 
relation  of  the  divine  and  human  in  the  person  of  the  Redeemer. 
The  opposition  between  the  school  of  Antioch  and  the  new 
Alexandrian  theology,  which  felt  itself  to  be  the  sole  teaching 
of  the  Church,  culminated  in  this  question,  and  the  Alexandrian 
Bishop  succeeded  in  making  it  the  centre  of  ecclesiastical  interest. 
The  theologians  of  the  school  of  Antioch  still  wrought  in  free- 
dom ;  nay,  even  among  their  opponents  there  were  to  be  found 
men  who  defined  the  faith  by  its  aim,  and  were  not  overawed 
by  traditionalism.  Yet  traditionalism  grew  more  and  more 
powerful.  Under  the  leadership  of  Epiphanius  the  great  re- 
action against  Origen  began, "  and  not  only  the  Alexandrian 
Bishop,     but    the     greatest    scholar    of   the    age    took    part    in 

1  Oa  these  decades,  which  are  to  be  described  as  in  many  respects  the  most 
prosperous  period  of  the  Byzantine  Church,  see  Herzog  R.  E.,  Vol.  XIV.,  p.  403  ff. 
Heathenism  was  then  first  completely  overthrown,  and  the  heretics,  even  finally  the 
Novatians,  were  hai-d  pressed.  The  regime  of  Chrysostom  seems  to  have  been 
especially  signalised  by  the  suppression  of  heretics  in  the  patriarchate  of  Constan- 
tinople; see  the  account  of  Socrates.  We  know  of  other  Bishops  who  were  active 
in  extirpating  heresy  in  the  first  half  of  the  fifth  century,  a  work  in  which  Theo- 
doret  took  part.  The  reigns  of  Gratian  and  Theodosius,  on  the  one  hand,  the 
indefatigable  labours  of  Epiphanius  on  the  other,  laid  the  foundation.  Tlieir 
programme  was  carried  out  from  the  end  of  the  fourth  century.  But  from  about 
the  middle  of  the  fifth  century,  when  the  last  traces  of  the  ancient  Gnostics, 
Novatians  and  Manichseans  were  substantially  removed,  great  schisms  began  to 
take  place  on  the  basis  of  the  Chalcedonian  decree. 

"  See  before  this  Demetrius,  Peter,  Methodius,  Eustatliius,  Marcellus,  and 
ApoUinaris. 


Chap.  I.]  HISTORICAL   SITUATION  1 53 

it.  '  To  this  was  added  another  fact.  The  constitution  of  the 
Patriarchate  began  to  reveal  its  effect  in  threatening  the  unity 
of  the  Church.  The  Cappadocian  Churches  of  Asia  Minor  re- 
ceded into  the  background  simply  because  they  possessed  no 
patriarch  of  their  own,  dogmatics  began  to  constitute  an  instru- 
ment of  provincial  ecclesiastical  policy,  and  the  dogmatic  for- 
mula to  be  a  mark  of  the  diocese  and  nationality.  In  proportion 
as  this  took  place,  the  state  was  compelled  to  intervene.  Dog- 
matic questions  became  vital  to  it,  and  the  appointment  in  the 
capital  to  the  Patriarchate,  which  it  had  fostered,  was  now  a 
political  problem  of  the  first  rank ;  for  the  occupant  of  the  chair 
stood  at  the  head  of  the  spiritual  affairs  of  the  empire.  The 
great  controversy  was  not  settled  at  the  two  Synods  of  Ephesus 
(431,  449),  but  it  was,  ostensibly,  at  the  Synod  of  Chalcedon 
(451)  by  means  of  a  long  formula.  This  formula  was  proposed 
and  dictated  by  the  West  in  the  person  of  Bishop  Leo  and 
was  approved  by  the  Emperor;  it  was  regarded  in  the  West 
as  the  simple  and  unchanged  creed  of  the  Fathers,  in  the  East 
as  a  compromise  which  was  felt  by  some  not  to  be  sufficiently 
orthodox,  and  by  others  to  require  interpretation.  Meanwhile 
the  East  hardly  possessed  as  yet  the  rudiments  of  a  theology 
capable  of  interpreting  it.  Therefore  the  formula  of  Chalcedon 
has  not  unjustifiably  been  called  a  '  national  misfortune '  for 
the  Byzantine  P2mpire.  But  even  as  regards  the  Church  its 
advantages  no  more  than  balanced  its  disadvantages.  During 
this  period  the  monks  obtained  the  mastery  over  the  Church. 
Although  their  relations  with  the  hierarchy  were  not  infrequently 
strained,  they  added  very  greatly  to  its  strength.  The  clergy 
would  have  been  completely  eclipsed  in  the  world  and  the  state, 
if  they  had  not  obtained  a  new  support  from  the  *  religiosi ' 
and  'religiosity'.  But  while  monachism  became  an  important 
element  in  the  Church,  the  prestige  of  the  state  declined  in  the 
minds  of  men ;  nothing  was  left  to  the  P2mperors  but  to  adopt 
certain  monkish  fashions  for  themselves,  and  along  with  the 
state  the  life  of  social  morality  was  depreciated  in  favour  of 
'religiosity'  and  a  magical  cultus.     For  monachism  merely  pro- 

1    "Babylon  is  fallen,  fallen," — with  these  words  of  triumph  did  Jerome  accom- 
pany the  overthrow  of  Chrysostom   in  the  Origenist  controversy  (Ep.  88). 
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motes  itself  and  next  to  that  a  religion  of  idol-worship ;  it 
quits  the  field  where  a  vigorous  morality  arises.  On  the  other 
hand,  however,  the  State  was  delivered  at  the  close  of  this 
period  from  its  most  powerful  opponent,  the  Bishop  of  Alex- 
andria, though  at  much  too  high  a  cost. 

The  third  period  extends  up  to  the  fifth  CEcumenical  Council 
(Constantinople  A.D.  553).  The  disadvantages  of  the  Chalcedonian 
formula  made  themselves  felt  in  the  first  half  of  this  century. 
Great  ecclesiastical  provinces  were  in  revolt,  and  threatened  to 
secede  from  the  membership  of  the  universal  Church.  Greek 
piety  everywhere  showed  itself  to  have  been  unsettled  by  the 
decree  of  Chalcedon.  Theology  could  not  follow  it;  nay,  it 
appeared  to  be  stifled  by  the  decision,  while  in  Monophysitism 
life  and  movement  prevailed.  The  perplexed  Emperors  were 
at  their  wits'  end,  and  tried  provisionally  to  recall,  or  at 
any  rate  to  tone  down,  the  formula,  but  in  doing  so  they 
prejudiced  the  union  with  the  West.  This  was  changed  under 
Justin  I.,  but  above  all  under  Justinian  I.  As  the  reign  of 
the  latter  was  signalised  politically  by  the  restoration  of  the 
Byzantine  supremacy,  and  the  codification  of  its  laws,  it  was 
ecclesiastically  distinguished  by  the  restoration  and  establish- 
ment of  the  constitution  and  dogmatics  of  the  Church.  The 
creed  of  Rome  was  recognised  so  far  as  its  wording  was  con- 
cerned, but  Rome  itself  was  humbled ;  the  Chalcedonian  formula 
remained  in  force,  but  it  was  interpreted  in  terms  of  Cyril's 
teaching,  and  its  future  position  was  assured  by  the  condemn- 
ation of  the  writings  of  the  Antiochene  schools  on  the  one  hand, 
and  of  Origen  on  the  other.  Thus  was  the  theology  of  the 
past  judged:  'soHtudinem  faciunt,  pacem  appellant '.  The  Justin- 
ian Church  condemned  the  glorious  Fathers,  and  the  fifth  CEcu- 
menical Council  blotted  out  the  freer  theological  science.  How- 
ever, this  measure  was  only  possible  because  an  orthodox 
Church  theology  had  developed  in  the  first  half  of  the  sixth 
century.  '  It  presupposed  the  Chalcedonian  formula,  which  had 
become  more  venerable  by  age,  and  explained  it  by  means  of 
the    philosophy    of    Aristotle,    which  had  then  come  once  more 

1  See  Loofs,  Leontiiis  von  Byzanz  in  the  "•Texten  und  Unters,  z.  alt-chiistl. 
Literatuigesch.,"  Vol.  III.,  parts  i   and  2,  p.  37  ff.,  303  ff. 
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to  the  front,  in  order  to  reconcile  it  with  the  spirit  of  Cyril's 
theology,  and  to  make  it  in  some  measure  comprehensible. 
Here  we  have  the  rise  of  ecclesiastical  scholasticism  which  now 
took  its  place  beside  the  mystical  Neo-platonic  theology  that 
had  been  most  comprehensively  stated  by  the  Pseudo-areopagite, 
and  which  corrected  and  defined  it,  uniting  with  and  balancing 
it.  The  effect  of  this  development  was  extremely  significant. 
Men  now  began  for  the  first  time  to  feel  themselves  at  home 
on  the  ground  of  the  Chalcedonian  formula ;  piety  also  was 
reconciled  to  it.  Productive  dogmatic  work  ceased  entirely ; 
its  place  was  taken  by  the  mystical  theology  of  scholasticism 
based  on  the  inheritance  from  antiquity  and  the  enumeration  of 
authorities.  Justinian  in  reality  closed  not  only  the  school  of 
Athens,  but  also  that  of  Origen,  the  schools,  i.e..  of  productive 
theological  science  and  criticism.  '  Henceforth  theology  only 
existed  as  a  servant  to  the  tradition  of  Justinian  and  Chalcedon. 
It  was  served  in  turn  by  the  dialectic  of  Aristotle  on  the  one 
hand,  and  the  Neo-platonic  mysticism  of  the  Areopagite  on  the 
other.  It  did  important  work  in  the  way  of  elaboration  and 
adaptation ;  we  are  not  warranted  in  passing  a  sweeping  ver- 
dict of  stultification  and  sleep ;  "  but  it  made  no  further  change 
in  the  creed  of  the  Church  and  was  bound  hand  and  foot.  ^ 

1  The  closiag  of  the  school  of  Athens  has  been  disputed.  It  was  certainly  not 
a  great,  formal  action;  see  Krummacher,  Gesch.  d.  Byzant.  Litt.,  p.  4. 

-  See  the  works  of  Gass  and  Gelzer,  especially  the  latter's  interesting  lecture : 
"Die  politische  und  kircliliche  Stellung  von  Byzanz. 

^  Noteworthy,  but  not  surprising,  is  the  parallel  capable  of  being  drawn  between 
the  history  of  theology  and  that  of  (heathen)  philosophy  during  the  whole  period 
from  Origen  to  Justinian.  The  history  of  Greek  philosophy  finds  its  limits  in  the 
middle  of  the  fifth  century,  and  again  in  the  age  of  Justinian;  the  same  is  true 
of  the  science  of  the  Church.  In  the  general  history  of  science  Plato  comes  to  be 
supplanted  by  Aristotle  from  the  close  of  the  fifth  century ;  in  dogmatics  the 
influence  of  the  Stagirite  makes  itself  felt  to  an  increased  extent  from  the  same 
date.  Justinian's  epoch-making  measures,  the  codification  of  the  law,  the  closing  of 
the  school  of  Athens,  and  the  restoration  of  the  Byzantine  Church  and  Empire, 
point  to  an  inner  connection.  This  has  not  escaped  Ranke.  On  account  of  the 
importance  of  the  matter  I  give  here  his  excellent  discussion  (Vol.  IV.  2,  p.  20  ff.) : 
"Justinian  closed  the  school  of  Athens  .  . .  An  event  of  importance  for  the  whole 
continued  development  of  the  human  race;  any  further  development  in  a  direct 
line    on  the  basis  laid  in  classical  antiquity  was  rendered  impossible  to  the  Greek 
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As  regards  the  history  of  dogma  the  fourth  period  possesses 
no  real  independence.  The  dogmatic  activity  which  charac- 
terised it  was  exclusively  poHtical ;  but  since  it  created  a  new 
formula,    we    may    here  assume  a  special  period.     It  ends  with 

spirit,  while  to  Roman  genius  such  an  advance  was  left  open  and  was  only  now 
rendered  truly  possible  for  after  ages  by  means  of  the  law-books.  The  philosophical 
spirit  perished  in  the  contentions  of  religious  parties :  the  legal  found  a  mode  of 
expression  which,  as  it  were,  concentrated  it.  The  close  of  Greek  philosophy  recalls 
its  beginning ;  nearly  a  thousand  years  had  elapsed  during  which  the  greatest 
transformations  in  the  history  of  the  world  had  taken  place.  May  I  be  permitted  to 
add  a  general  reflection,  as  to  which  I  merely  desire  that  it  may  not  be  rejected 
by  the  general  feeling  of  scholars. 

The  Christian  religion  had  risen  upon  earth  in  the  conflict  of  religious  opinions 
waged  by  nations,  and  had  then  in  opposition  to  these  developed  into  a  Church. 
Cliristian  theology  which  set  itself  to  appropriate  the  mysterious  and  to  come  to 
terms  with  the  intellect  had  grown  up  in  constant  contact,  sometimes  of  a  friendly, 
more  often  of  a  hostile  kind,  with  Greek  philosophy.  That  was  the  business  of 
those  centuries.  Then  appeared  the  great  Christian  theologians  from  Origen  on- 
wards ;  as  we  said  in  passing,  they  passed  through,  without  exception,  Greek  or 
closely  related  Latin  schools,  and  framed  their  doctrines  accordingly.  Greek  philo- 
sophy had  produced  nothing  comparable  to  them ;  it  had,  as  regards  public  life, 
been  thrust  into  the  background  and  now  it  had  perished.  But  it  is  striking  that 
the  great  Christian  theologians  also  came  to  an  end.  Never  again  do  we  find  in 
later  times  men  like  Athanasius,  the  Gregories  of  Cappadocia,  Chrysostom,  Am- 
brose and  Augustine.  I  mean  that  along  with  Greek  philosophy  the  original  devel- 
opment of  Christian  theology  also  came  to  a  stand-still.  The  energy  of  the  Church 
doctors,  or  the  importance  of  the  Church  assemblies  in  these  centuries  cannot  be 
par.allelled  by  analogous  phenomena  belonging  to  later  times.  Different  as  they  are 
in  themselves  we  find  a  certain  resemblance  in  the  state  of  Roman  law  and  of 
Christian  theology.  The  old  Roman  jurisprudence  now  appeared  as  universally 
valid  law  in  a  redaction  which  while  historical  was  yet  swayed  by  the  conditions 
of  the  day.  At  the  same  time,  limits  were  set  by  the  triumph  of  orthodoxy,  espe- 
cially of  the  dogmas  declared  in  the  Chalcedonian  resolutions,  to  all  the  internal 
divisions  of  theology  in  which  the  divergent  opinions  were  also  defended  with 
ability  and  thoroughness  .  .  .  Justinian  who  reinstated  orthodoxy,  and  gave  the  force 
of  law  to  juridical  conceptions,  takes  a  high  place  in  the  rivalry  of  the  centuries. 
Yet,  while  he  raised  his  government  to  such  a  pinnacle  of  authority,  he  felt  the 
ground  shake  momentarily  under  his  feet."  Greek  science  and  the  monkish  view 
of  the  world,  leagued  as  they  were,  dominated  the  spiritual  life  of  the  Churcli 
before  as  well  as  after  the  Justinian  age;  they  were  at  bottom  indeed  far  from 
being  opposed,  but  possessed  a  common  root.  But  how  differently  it  was  possible 
to  combine  them,  what  variations  they  were  capable  of!  If  we  compare,  e.^.,  Gre- 
gory of  Nyssa  with  John  of  Damascus  it  is  easy  to  see  that  the  former  still  really 
thinks  independently,  while  the  latter  confines  himself  to  editing  what  is  given. 
It  is  above  all  clear  that  the  critical  elements  of  theology  had  been  lost.  They 
only  held  their  ground  in  tlie  vagaries  of  mystical  speculation;  in  all  ages  they 
are  most  readily  tolerated  there. 
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the  sixth  (Ecumenical  Council  (A.D.  680).  'Justinian's  policy 
of  conquest  was  in  the  highest  degree  unstable,  and  went  far 
beyond  the  resources  of  the  Empire '.  Whether  his  dogmatic 
poHcy  was  correct,  which  maintained  union  with  the  West  at 
the  cost  of  losing  a  large  section  of  the  Oriental  Churches,  is 
a  question  which  may  be  debated.  But  whether  an  open  and 
consistently  monophysite  policy  was  then  still  possible  in  Con- 
stantinople is  very  doubtful.  Egypt,  Syria,  and  Armenia  were 
lost,  not  only  to  the  state,  but  also  to  Greek  language  and 
culture.  In  order  to  keep  them,  or  win  them  back  from  the 
Persians  and  Arabians,  an  energetic  Emperor  resolved  to  pub- 
lish a  monophysite  rallying  cry  without  prejudicing  the  wording 
of  the  Chalcedonian  Creed.  Monothelitism  on  the  basis  of  the 
doctrine  of  the  two  natures  is  in  itself  no  artificial  creation;  it 
is  founded  on  the  old  consideration  rising  out  of  the  doctrine 
of  redemption;  but  at  that  time  it  had  its  origin  in  policy.  Yet 
this  still-born  child  of  politics  set  the  Eastern  Church  in  an 
uproar  for  more  than  two  generations.  To  prevent  the  loss 
not  only  of  the  East  but  of  Italy  also,  the  Emperor  required 
the  help  of  the  Roman  Bishop.  Justinian's  success  in  curbing 
the  latter's  authority  had  only  continued  for  a  little  under  his 
successors.  The  pontificate  of  Gregory  I.  still  exerted  an  in- 
fluence, and,  at  the  sixth  Council,  Agatho,  repairing  the  fault 
of  one  of  his  predecessors,  dictated  the  formula,  as  Leo  had 
done  at  Chalcedon.  This  bore  the  impress  of  the  West,  and 
did  not  correspond  perfectly  to  the  eastern  conception.  It  further 
became  manifest  at  the  Council  that,  when  it  was  a  question 
of  defining  dogma,  theology  had  been  completely  transformed 
into  a  rehearsal  of  authorities.  Next  to  the  older  synodal 
decisions,  the  decisive  precedent  was  formed  by  the  immense, 
and  frequently  forged,  collection  of  the  dicta  pair u  111. 

After  the  sixth  Council,  orthodoxy  and  Monophysitism  were 
definitively  separated,  though  attempts  were  not  wanting  to 
harmonise  them  in  the  following  centuries,  in  keeping  with  the 
monophysite  tendencies,  never  wholly  destroyed,  of  eastern 
orthodoxy.  The  mystery  was  firmly  established,  and  obtained 
further  definition ;  for  the  doctrine  taught  by  John  of  Damascus 
of    the     enhypostasis    of    the     human     nature     in    the     Logos) 
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had  been  accepted,  even  in  the  age  of  Justinian,  to  be 
the  correct  interpretation  of  the  doctrine  of  the  two  natures. 
The  movement  of  thought  in  the  Church  passed  accordingly  to 
a  new  sphere ;  or,  more  correctly,  the  old  absorbing  interest  of 
the  Church  in  the  mysteries  of  the  cultus  '  now  came  to  light 
undisguised,  because  the  pursuit  of  theology,  converted  as  it 
was  into  scholasticism,  had  become  the  business  of  scholars  and 
experts  in  the  mysteries,  and  it  was  only  temporarily  that  a 
controversy  springing  out  of  it  agitated  the  Church.  Dogma, 
designed  by  the  Nicene  and  Chalcedonian  Creeds  to  be  looked 
at  and  treated  formally,  henceforth  revealed  this  its  character 
thoroughly.  The  philosophy  appropriate  to  it  was  found,  or 
invented — that  compound  of  Neoplatonism  and  Aristotelianism, 
with  which  no  one  could  dispense  who  desired  to  unfold  or 
comment  on  dogma  orthodoxly. "  He  who  passed  over  the 
philosophy  of  the  Church  stood  in  danger  of  becoming  a  heretic.  ^ 

'  It  is  said  of  Polycarp  in  his  Vita  per  Pioniuin  (sac.  IV.) :  ipia^vsCs-xt  ts 
iKXvbt;  (ivaTviptoi^  x  rote;  ttoAAo/i;  vjv  xToxpvCpx,  ovtm  (pxvepüi;  xiirx  etsriiero.  oixne 
roiii;  xxovo-jrxi;  jixprvpsiv^  ort  ov  (/.ovc-j  xKOvovaiv  xKXx  hxi  Späia-iv  xiiTx.  That  was 
accordingly  tlie  supreme  thing;  to  be  able  also  to  see  the  mystery,  the  Christian 
possession  of  salvation. 

'  The  fight  between  Platonism  and  Aristotelianism  was  accordingly  acute  among 
theologians  in  the  followiag  centuries;  they  often  indeed  made  heretics  of  one 
another.  Up  till  now  we  only  know  these  disputes  in  part ;  they  are  important  for 
the    later    conflicts    in    the  West,  but  they  do  not  belong  to  the  history  of  dogma 

^  Even  to-day  simple-minded  Catholic  historians  of  dogma  exist  who  frankly 
admit  that  he  becomes  necessarily  a  heretic  who  does  not,  e.g.^  use  the  conceptions 
"nature"  and  "person"'  correctly;  and  they  even  derive  heresy  from  this  starting- 
point.  Thus  Bertram  (Theodoreti,  Ep.  Cyrensis,  doctrina  christologica,  1883)  writes 
of  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia:  "Manifesto  declarat,  simile  vel  idem  esse  perfectam 
naturam  et  perfectam  personam  .  . .  Naturje  vox  designat,  quid  sit  aliqua  res,  vel 
essentiam  vel  quidditatem  ;  hypostasis  vero  modum  metaphysicum  existendi  monstrat. 
Ex  quo  patet,  ad  notionem  perfectas  naturae  modum  ilium  perfectum  existendi  non 
requiri.  Hac  in  re  erravit  Mopsuestemts^  et  haresis  perniciosa  ex  hoc  errore  nata 
est.  What  a  quid  pro  quo!  The  ignorance  of  the  terminology,  which  was  yet  first 
created  ad  hoc,  in  order  to  escape  Scylla  and  Charybdis,  is  held  to  be  the  real 
ground  of  the  origin  of  the  heresy.  Such  a  view  of  things,  which  is  as  old  as 
scholasticism,  undoubtedly  needed  mysticism  as  its  counterpoise,  in  order  not  to 
perish  wholly  from  the  religious  sphere.  Atzberger  (Die  Logoslehre  d.  h.  Äthan., 
1880)  has  expressed  himself  still  more  unsophisticatedly,  and  therefore  more 
ii^structively,  on  the  relation  of  philosophy  and  dogma  (p.  8,  29).  But  see  also 
Hagemann  (Rom.  Kirche,  p.  361):  "The  Patripassians  arrived  at  their  doctrines  of 
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But  dogmatics,  undoubtedly  the  foundation,  did  not  dominate 
the  Church  as  a  hving  power.  The  conception  of  the  natures 
of  Christ  found  its  continuation  in  that  of  the  sacraments  and 
sacramental  things  by  which  men  became  participators  in  Christ. 
The  perceived  [MTÖy/rö-j)  thereby  obtained  side  by  side  with  the 
conceived  (vc/jrov)  an  ever  loftier,  and  independent  significance. 
Symbolism  was  more  and  more  expunged;  the  mystery  became 
more  and  more  sensuous.  But,  in  proportion  as  the  latter  was 
made  operative  in  the  cultus,  the  cultus  itself  was  regarded,  in 
all  its  setting  and  performance,  in  the  light  of  the  divino- 
human.  '  All  its  sensuous  side,  which  was  presented  for  his 
benefit  to  the  worshipper,  was  regarded  as  deified  and  as  pro- 
moting deification.  Now  in  so  far  as  the  believer  derived  his 
life  entirely  from  this  cultus,  a  ritual  system,  to  which  the 
character  of  the  divino-human  attached,  took  the  place  of  the 
God-man,  Christ.  Piety  threatened  to  be  submerged  in  a  con- 
templation of  wonders,  the  spiritual  in  the  sensuous,  and  theo- 
logy, in  so  far  as  not  identified  with  scholasticism  and  polemics, 
in  a  science  of  mysteries.  ^  From  this  point  of  view  we  can 
understand    the   worship    of   images    and    the    reaction  of  icono- 

God,  his  attiibutes,  his  creation,  and  incarnation,  because  they  took  their  stand  on 
Stoic  logic  and  with  it  cherished  the  most  extreme  nominalism,  and  because  they 
absolutely  rejected  the  objective  existence  of  ideas." 

1  For  tlie  history  of  the  development  of  the  Greek  liturgy  after  the  fourth  century, 
Swainson's  The  Greek  Liturgies,  chiefly  from  original  authorities  (London  1884), 
is  the  standard  work.  For  the  doctrine  of  the  mysteries  cf.  Steitz'  Abhandlungen 
in  the  Lehrbb.  f.  deutsche  Theol.  1864  ff. 

-  If  we  collect  tlie  fourth-century  evidence  of  crude  sensuous  superstition 
intimately  combined  with  Christian  piety,  we  might  believe  that  it  could  go  no 
further.  And  yet  it  did  go  further  from  century  to  century,  as  anyone  can  easily 
convince  himself  by  reading  the  tales  of  saints  and  relics,  among  which  those  of 
the  oriental  monophysites  are  the  worst.  But  apart  from  this  increase,  we  have  to 
call  attention  to  the  fact  that  this  barbarous  superstition  ascended  into  higher  and 
more  influential  circles  and  was  systematically  cultivated  by  the  monks,  while  the 
corrective  of  a  more  rational  theology  grew  ever  weaker.  Theology  became  more 
defenceless,  because  it  had  to  adapt  itself  to  sacred  ceremony.  The  worst  gift 
bequeathed  by  moribund  antiquity  to  the  Church  was  the  ritual  of  magic  and  the 
monstrous  number  of  great  and  little  aids  in  need  and  means  of  atonement.  It  is 
not  the  case  that  this  state  of  matters  was  produced  by  the  inrush  of  barbarian 
peoples;  on  the  contrary,  the  decomposition  of  ancient  culture  and  religion  takes 
the  first  place  in  the  process,  and  even  the  Neo-platonic  philosophers  are  not  free 
from  blame.  In  view  of  this  circumstance  it  is  natural  to  conclude  that  the  reforma- 
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clasm  which  opened  the  fifth  period.  But  this  explanation  is 
not  complete;  another  factor  cooperated.  This  was  the  relation 
of  Church  and  State  which  was  also  involved  in  the  controversy 
about  images.  There  always  were  discords  between  them ;  but 
these  became  more  and  more  acute  when  the  priesthood  fell 
completely  under  the  sway  of  the  monks.  Even  from  the  fifth 
century  the  practice  had  begun  of  transferring  monks  to  episco- 
pal chairs,  and  it  had  almost  become  the  rule  in  the  following 
centuries.  But  the  monks  both  strove  zealously  to  make  the 
Church  independent  and  claimed  sovereignty  among  the  people, 
and  as  a  rule,  though  interested  on  behalf  of  the  nations,  they 
also  cherished  a  strong  hostility  to  the  State:  in  other  words 
they  endangered  the  settlement  of  Church  and  State  established 
in  the  fifth  and  sixth  centuries.  Their  most  powerful  instrument 
was  the  sensuous  cultus  which  had  captivated  the  people,  but 
which  undoubtedly,  barbarous  and  mechanical  as  it  was  with 
all  its  appliances  and  amulets,  was  yet  connected  with  the  ideal 
forces  still  to  be  credited  to  the  age,  with  science,  art,  and 
especially  piety.  Here  we  have  the  miserable  dilemma  of  the 
period,  and  of  the  Church;  the  worship  of  images  was  barbarous, 
but  iconoclasm  threatened  to  introduce  an  increased  degree  of  bar- 
barism. For  the  '  enlightened '  (Aufklärung)  were  at  the  disposal  of 
an  iron  military  despotism,  and  despised  science,  art,  and  religion. 

tion  of  Athanasius  bore  little  fruit,  that  it  only  cliecked  for  a  time  the  polytheistic 
under-current,  and,  in  a  word,  that  the  Church  could  not  have  got  into  a  worse 
state  than,  in  spite  of  Athanasius,  it  did,  as  regards  the  worship  of  Mary,  angels, 
saints,  martyrs,  images  and  relics,  and  the  trickery  practised  with  amulets.  But  even 
if  we  were  to  go  further  and  suggest  that  the  later  development  of  dogma  itself,  as 
e.g.-,  in  the  worship  of  Mary  and  images,  directly  promoted  religious  materialism, 
yet  we  cannot  rate  too  highly  the  salutary  imporlance  of  this  dogma.  For  it  kept 
the  worship  of  saints,  images  and  the  rest  at  the  stage  of  a  Christianity  of  the 
second  order,  invested  with  doubtful  authority,  and  it  prevented  the  monks  from 
cutting  themselves  wholly  adrift  from  the  religio  publica.  Finally,  it  is  to  be 
pointed  out  that  superstition  has  brought  with  it  at  all  times  ideas  and  conceptions 
extremely  questionable  from  the  point  of  view  of  dogmatics,  ideas  whicli  seem  to  be 
affected  by  no  amount  of  censure.  Overbeck  (Gott.  Gel.-  Auz.  1883,  no.  28,  p.  870) 
has  rightly  described  it  as  a  phenomenon  requiring  e.\planation  that  the  gnat- 
straining  centuries  which  followed  Nicaea,  could  have  swallowed  such  camels  as, 
^.^.,  delighted  the  readers  of  the  Acts  of  Thomas  (even  in  the  Catholic  edition)  or 
of  the  numerous  Apocalypses  (see  the  edition  of  the  Apoc.  Apocal.  by  Tischendorf 
and  James,  Apocrypha  anecdota,  1893). 
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The  Church  of  Byzantium  was  at  that  time  engaged  in  a  hfe 
and  death  struggle.  Its  existence  was  really  at  stake,  and  with 
it  the  existence  of  the  old  form  of  society  and  culture,  in 
opposition  to  forces  which  as  yet  had  no  positive  policy,  but 
at  first  merely  ruled  by  brute  force.  The  priestly  caste  was 
arrayed  against  the  military,  the  hosts  of  shaven  monks  against 
the  standing  army,  which  from  the  fourth  century  had  played 
a  great  role,  but  now  sought  to  be  master  in  the  state.  These 
fearful  fights  ended  in  the  restoration  of  the  status  quo  ajite, 
in  so  far  as  dogma  and  cultus  were  concerned,  and  the  old 
order  seemed  all  the  more  sacred  after  the  attacks  that  had 
been  made  upon  it.  But  on  the  political  side,  the  state  sup- 
ported by  the  army  carried  off  the  victory — and  this  was  not 
without  consequences  for  the  system  and  life  of  the  Church. 
The  monks  were  given  a  free  hand  in  dogma,  but  their  activity 
as  ecclesiastical  politicians  was  checked.  The  Emperor  remained 
chief  priest,  in  spite  of  some  patriarchs  who,  until  after  the 
eleventh  century,  attempted  to  maintain  an  independent  and 
equal  position  side  by  side  with  him.  With  the  support  of  his 
army  he  resisted  them.  The  independence  of  the  Church  was 
gone,  in  so  far  as  it  sought  to  rise  above  the  level  of  an  in- 
stitution devoted  to  ritual  and  worship.  Its  activity  was  com- 
pletely restricted  to  the  mysteries  and  the  preparation  for  death. 
It  became  an  institution  of  the  state,  impressing  it  only  by  the 
unchangeableness  of  its  doctrine  and  ceremonies.  To  the  new 
peoples  to  whom  this  Church  came,  the  Slavs,  it  was  far  more 
than  to  the  Greeks  an  unchangeable,  heavenly  creation.  A 
thousand  years  have  passed  away  since  the  Slavs  were  hellen- 
ised ;  and  they  have  not  yet  ventured,  like  the  Germans,  to  think 
and  feel  freely  and  at  their  ease  in  the  Church,  although  they 
recog-nise  in  it  a  main  defence  of  their  national  characteristics 
against  the  West.  From  the  West  these  '  Greek  Slavs '  were 
spiritually  separated,  after  Augustine's  ideas  were  admitted 
there.  The  external  cleavage,  though  only  complete  in  the 
eleventh  century,  began  immediately  after  the  image  controversy. 
The  states  in  the  territory  of  the  Greek  Church  still  really  stand 
under  a  military  dictatorship :  where  this  has  fallen,  as  in  the 
kingdom    of   Greece,    a    final    stage   has  not  yet  been  reached. 
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States  like  the  former  support  an  ecclesiastical  department,  but 
no  Church, 

The  path  into  which  Athanasius  led  the  Church  has  not  been 
abandoned ;  but  the  other  forces  of  life  completely  restricted  it. 
Orthodox  dogma  corresponds  on  the  whole  to  the  conception  of 
Athanasius;  but  the  balance  which  he  held  between  the  religious 
creed  and  the  cultus  has  been  disturbed  to  the  disadvantage  of  the 
former.  The  creed  still  shows  life  when  it  is  called  in  question, 
or  when  the  nation  it  serves  requires  a  flag.  In  other  cases  it 
lives  in  the  science  of  scholastic  mysticism,  which  has  already 
become  by  degrees  stereotyped  and  sacred,  and  in  its  presentation 
in  public  worship.  Theology  also  is  bound  to  the  latter;  it  has 
thus    received    a    standard  of  which  Athanasius  knew  nothing.  ' 

Our  sources  are  the  works  of  the  Church  Fathers  and  the 
Acts  of  Councils  (Mansi).  We  still  want  a  history  of  Greek 
ecclesiastical  literature  after  Eusebius,  capable  of  satisfying  the 
most  reasonable  demands.  Of  more  recent  works  on  the  sub- 
ject that  of  Fessler  is  the  best  (Instit.  Patrologia^,  1850 — 52), 
Alzog's  is  the  most  familiar,  and  Nirschl's  the  newest. 

I  It  is  very  characteristic  as  regards  this,  that  while  Cyril  of  Jerusalena  described 
the  Christian  religion  as  (/.x^viiJix  twv  Soyi^xTuv  y.xt  TrpxtsiQ  ocyxixi,  Photius  defined 
it  as  (Ji.x&'^a-ii;  Kxi  iMvarxywylx.  From  the  fourth  century  interest  was  more  and  more 
transferred  from  the  regulation  of  the  whole  life  by  religion,  to  ils  external  consecra- 
tioii  through  the  mysteries.  The  distinctions  are  indeed  only  gradual,  but  the 
descent  was  very  significant.  The  Greek  Church  ultimately  gave  up  the  regulation 
of  moral  social  life,  and  therewith  renounced  the  power  to  determine  piüvate. 
morality  so  far  as  the  latter  was  not  dominated  by  fear  of  death.  The  ultimate 
reason  of  this  is  to  be  sought  in  the  order  of  the  monks  and  the  constitution  of 
the  Grseco-Slavic  states. 


CHAPTER    II. 

THE   FUNDAMENTAL   CONCEPTION    OF  SALVATION  AND  GENERAL 
OUTLINE    OF   THE   DOCTRINAL   SYSTEM. 

I.  The  dogmatic  conflicts  in  the  East  from  the  fourth  up 
to  the  seventh  century  have  this  in  common,  that  they  centred 
almost  entirely  in  Christology  in  the  narrower  sense,  as  well 
as  in  the  incarnation  of  the  Deity.  Since  men  of  all  parties 
were  meanwhile  conscious  that  they  were  contending  for  the 
essence  of  Christianity,  it  follows  that  the  conception  of  the 
salvation  offered  in  the  Christian  religion  is  to  be  deduced  from 
the  formulas  over  which  they  fought,  and  which  then  made 
good  their  ground.  This  conclusion  is,  however,  made  further 
certain  from  the  fact  that  the  oriental  Church  took  no  interest 
in  dogma,  apart  from  those  formulas,  at  least  in  the  time  of 
these  conflicts.  ^  Anything  else,  therefore,  outside  of  the  formu- 
las, which  was  either  fixed  as  7naiter  of  course,  or  maintained 
in  ambiguous  propositions  in  opposition  to  Manichaeism,  Fatal- 
ism,   and    Epicureanism,    did    not    possess    the    value  of  a  dog- 

1  Very  instructive  in  this  respect  is  the  Church  History  of  Socrates.  A  man's 
orthodoxy  is  completely  decided  for  him  by  his  attitude  to  the  dogma  of  the 
Trinity  (see  H.  E.  III.  7,  VI.  13,  VII.  6,  11).  The  Cappadocians  and  the  theo- 
logians after  Socrates  held  similar  views;  see  Gregory  of  Naz.  Orat.  XXVII.  10: 
"  Philosophise  about  the  vi^orld  and  worlds,  matter,  the  soul,  rational  beings,  good 
and  bad  alike,  about  resurrection,  judgment,  and  retribution,  and  the  sufferings  of 
Christ.  For  if  on  these  points  you  hit  on  the  truth  it  is  not  without  service,  but 
if  you  fail,  you  can  suffer  no  harm"  (cf.  Ullmann,  Gregory  of  Naz.,  1867,  p.  217  f.). 
We  have  also  to  consider  here  the  contents  of  the  oriental  symbols,  creed-decalogues 
etc.  The  interest  taken  to  an  increasing  extent  from  the  fifth  century  in  the  tenets 
levelled  against  Origen  was  biblical  and  traditional.  It  only  became  dogmatic  at 
a  time  when  in  theology  and  Christology  the  influence  of  "  antiquity "  had  taken 
the  place  of  that  of  dogma.  On  the  place  and  importance  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity  in  Gregory,  see  Ullman,  p.   232  ff. 
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matic  declaration  in  the  strict  sense.  Remembering  this,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  the  essence  of  the  Christian  religion,  and  1 
therefore  the  contents  of  its  creed,  are  summed  up  in  the 
following  proposition.  TJie  salvatio7i  presejtted  in  Christianity  1 
consists  in  the  redemption  of  the  Jinnian  race  from  the  state 
of  mortality  and  the  sin  involved  i?t  it.  that  men  might  attain 
divine  life,  i.e.,  the  everlastijig  contemplation  of  God,  this  re- 
demption having  already  been  consummated  in  the  incarnation 
of  the  Son  of  God,  and  heilig  conferred  on  men  by  their  close 
union  with  him :  Christiajiity  is  the  religion  which  delivers 
frojn  death  and  leads  to  the  contemplation  of  God.  '  This  pro- 
position can  be  more  precisely  defined  as  follows :  the  highest 
blessing  bestowed  in  Christianity  is  adoption  into  the  divine 
sonship,  which  is  assured  to  the  believer,  and  is  completed  in 
participation  in  the  divine  nature,  or  more  accurately,  in  the 
deification  of  man  through  the  gift  of  immortality.  This  gift 
includes  the  perfect  knowledge  and  the  lasting  vision  of  God, 
in  a  blessedness  void  of  suffering,  but  it  does  not  do  away 
with  the  interval  between  Christ  and  the  believer.  -     From  this 

1  I  share  fully  the  view  of  Kattenbusch  (Confessionskunde  I.,  p.  296)  that  the 
dogma  was  not  merely  supported  by  one  idea,  and  that  iix  the  Greek  Church  of 
to-day  the  idea  of  redemption  held  by  the  ancient  Church  no  longer  rules  directly ; 
but  this  view  does  not  contradict  the  exposition  given  in  the  text. 

'  The  fact  that  the  idea  of  deification  was  the  ultimate  and  supreme  thought 
is  not  a  discovery  of  recent  times,  but  it  is  only  in  i-ecent  times  that  it  has  been 
appreciated  in  all  its  importance.  After  Theophilus,  Irenceus,Hippolytus,  and  Origen, 
it  is  found  in  all  the  Fathers  of  the  ancient  Church,  and  that  in  a  primary  position.  • 
We  have  it  in  Athanasius,  the  Cappadocians,  ApoUinaris,  Ephraem  Syrus,  Epiphanius 
and  others,  as  also  in  Cyril,  Sophronius,  and  late  Greek  and  Russian  theologians. 
In  proof  of  it  Psalm  LXXXII.  6  is  very  often  quoted — "  I  said  ye  are  gods  and  all 
sons  of  the  most  High."  Just  as  often  are  fleoxa/^o-;?  and  Mxvoio-tx  expressly  combined. 
Some  Fathers  feel  the  boldness  of  the  formula;  but  that  is  very  rare.  I  select 
merely  a  few  from  my  collection  of  passages:  Athanas.  de  incarn.  54:  "AWT05 
£vyivSpci)7ryia-sv^  7vz  iiiisüi;  asoTroiyjiaixev,  kou  xI/to^  h^uvspaxrev  ixvTOv  Six  o-wimxto^,  'I'vx 
vi(ji.eic;  rov  xopxrov  Trxrpbt;  evvoixv  Äxßuiu-sv,  kxi  xvtoq  vTrsfieivev  rifv  TTxp'  xvipuTrov 
vßptv,  'tvx  iti^e7i;  x5xvx(rixv  xAi^pcva/^^jVw/zfv,  cf.  Ep.  ad  Scrap.  I.  24,  Orat.  c.  Arian.  I. 
38,  39,  and  often;  Vita  Antonii,  c.  74,  Ephraem,  Comment,  in  Diatess.,  init.  (ed. 
Moesinger,  p.  i) :  "Quare  dominus  noster  carnem  induit?  Ut  ipsa  caro  victoria; 
gaudia  gustaret  et  dona  gratiae  explorata  et  cognita  haberet.  Si  deus  sine  came 
vicisset,  quae  ei  tribuerentur  laudes?  Secundo,  ut  dominus  nosier  manifestum  faceret, 
se  initio  creationis  nequaquam  ex  invidia  prohibuisse,  quominus  homo  fieret  deus, 
quia    mains    est,   quod   dominus  noster  in  homine  humiliabatur,  quam  quod  in  eo, 
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it  follows:  (i)  that  redemption,  as  seen  in  its  final  effect,  was 
conceived  to  be  the  abrogation  of  the  natural  state  by  a  viiracn- 
loiis  trails  formation  of  onr  Jtature ;  that  accordingly  (2)  the 
supreme  good  was  definitely  distinguished  from  the  morally 
good ;  and  that  (3)  an  atonement  was  not  included  in  it.  For 
atonement  can  only  be  thought  of  where  the  division  between 
God  and  man  is  regarded  as  an  opposition  of  the  will.  But  it 
further  follows  from  this  that  this  theology,  in  agreement  with 
the  apologetic  and  old  Catholic  doctrine,  admitted  no  indepen- 
dent object  to  our  present  life.  The  work  of  the  Christian  consisted 
wholly  in  preparing  for  death  [to  spyo'j  rov  Xpicrrixyoii  ov'^h  x?,?.o 

dum  magnus  el  gloriosus  erat,  habitabat.  Hinc  illud:  'Ego  dixi,  dii  estis\"  Gregory 
of  Nyss.,  Colloq.  cum  Macrina  (ed.  Oehler,  p.  170):  Twv  oZv  toiovtuv  txIc;  Sixtov 
wupot;  ixTpeixii;  enxxixpisyrocj  rs  kx)  x^xyvia-isvTCii-jj  skxttc-j  tüv  Trpoi;  to  Kpstrrc-j 
voov(j.i-jCiOV  xvTSia-i^KBv^STXi,  {j  x^'ixpTix,  yj  2fws);  it  Ttl-i-vi-,  h  X^P'i^  ^  ^ötx,  vj  ivvxi-Lt^, 
xxt  St  Ti  aAAo  TOiovTOv  xurSi  rs  t5  @sm  S7riisüip£7a-ixi  sikx^oizsv.  Gregory  of  Naz., 
Orat.  40,  c.  45  (Decalogus  fidei,  ed  Caspari,  Alte  und  Neue  Quellen,  1879,  p.  21): 
TTia-Tsve  rev  vibv  roC  @sov  .  .  .  roa-ovrov  xv'ipuTov  Stx  trs,  otrcv  trii  yiv^  §e  iaeivcv  @s6c;. 
So  also  Orat.  I.  5:  "We  become  like  Christ,  since  Christ  also  became  like  us;  we 
become  gods  on  his  account,  since  he  also  became  man  for  our  sake."'  On  the 
other  hand,  compare  Orat.  XLII.  17:  /-isS'  vi(j.Z-j  to  xria-fj.x^  rcSv  ov  ®süv  si  uriO-fJix 
Ss,  cu  @s6i;,  and  XXXIX.  17:  "How  should  he  not  be  God,  /o  insert  in  passing 
a  bold  deduction^  by  whom  thou  also  dost  become  God?"  Apollinaris  Laod.,  Kätä 
Hspoc,  "jvlartc,  (ed.  Lagarde,  p.  iio):  (pxj-isv  a-jipooTrcv  ysysvvjs-^xi  rov  rov  @sov  Äöyov, 
Yvx  rifv  oiiOMo-iv  rov  sTTovpxvfov  Äxßaiizsv  Kxt  SsoTTOf/iöcSi^sv.  Macar.,  hom.  39.  Pseudo- 
hippolytus,  Theophan.  (ed.  Lagarde,  p.  41,  21):  si  oiiv  Mxvxroiysyovsv  6  xvipooxoi, 
sa-rxi  KOA  (^söc,.  Dionys.  Areopag.,  scepissime,  e.g.^  de  Ccclesti  hierar.  c.  i  :  i5  vi[j.ü)/ 
xvxKoyoi;  Sscocrii.  Sophronius,  Christmas  Sermon  (ed.  Usener,  Rhein.  Mus.  für  Philo- 
logie, 1886,  p.  505):  S£(iiiüJiu.sv  ösixii;  i/.srxßoÄx7i;  y.x)  ijhi-uvjitsg-iv.  Leo,  Patriarch  of 
Russia  (Pawlow,  p.  126):  £Ösiiiöiii/.e-j  Osov  xvj  (/.STXA^'pei.  Gennadius,  Confess,  (ed. 
Kimmel,  p.  10):  "dixit  deus:  Induam  me  carne  . . .  et  erit  omnis  homo  tamquam 
deus  non  secundum  naturam  sed  secundum  participationem."  We  have,  however,  to 
notice  that  this  deification,  as  understood  by  the  Greek  Church,  did  not  by  any 
means  signify  roundly  "Becoming  like  God".  The  Greeks  in  the  main  did  not 
connect  any  clear  conception  widi  the  thought  of  the  possession  of  salvation  (felicity) 
further  than  the  idea  of  imperishableness ;  and  this  very  fact  was  their  characteristic 
feature.  It  is  the  ineffable,  the  transcendent  which  may  therefore  be  described  as 
the  ösix  (pva-ii;^  because  it  is  enjoyed  for  ever.  The  interval  between  Christ — who 
was  born,  and  did  not  become.  Son  of  God — and  the  sons  by  adoption  is  always 
very  strongly  emphasised;  compare  (the  precise  expositions  in  Augustine,  De  remiss, 
pace.  II.  24)  and  above  all,  Athanasius'  third  discourse  against  the  Arians  ;  further, 
Cyril  Catech.  II.,  ch.  4 — 7  and  19.  Yet  the  äs&iirii;  of  Mary  forms  a  kind  of  excep- 
tion. The  idea  of  deification  is  also  found  in  Western  writers,  especially  Augustine. 
But  if  I  am  not  deceived  Augustiire  himself  brought  it  to  an  edifying  end. 
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fVr/v  jf  [j.£?,£Txv  ci770Ö-jyiTZ£iy).  In  the  present  there  only  existed 
a  preliminary  possession  of  salvation.  This  was  represented  (i) 
in  the  knowledge  of  God  and  of  the  accomplished  incarnation  of 
the  Son  of  God,  and  therewith  in  the  certain  hope  of  being 
deified ;  (2)  in  power  over  demons ;  (3)  in  the  call  to  salvation 
and  perfect  acquaintance  with  the  conditions  of  its  reception ; 
(4)  in  certain  communications  of  divine  Grace  which  supported 
believers  in  fulfilling  those  conditions — the  forgiveness  of  sin  in 
baptism,  the  power  of  certain  holy  rites,  and  holy  vehicles, 
the  example  of  the  God-man  etc. ;  and  (5)  in  participation  in 
the  mysteries — worship  and  the  Lord's  supper — and  in  the  en- 
joyment of  the  consecration  they  imparted,  as  also,  for  ascetics, 
in  a  foretaste  of  the  future  liberation  from  the  senses  and 
deification.  ' 

The  certainty  of  faith  in  the  future  deification,  however,  because 
its  possibility  and  reality,  rested  exclusively  on  the  fact  of  the 
incarnation  of  the  Son  of  God.  The  divine  had  already  appeared 
on    earth    and  had  united  itself  inseparably   with  human  nature. 

This  conception  formed  the  universal  foundation  for  the 
development  of  dogmas  in  the  fourth  to  the  seventh  century, 
though  all  might  not  equally  understand  it  or  see  its  conse- 
quences clearly.  Only  thus  can  we  comprehend  how  the  Church 
could  perceive,  define,  and  establish  the  nature  of  salvation  in 
the  constitution  of  the  incarnate  Son  of  God.  Faith  simply 
embraces  the  correct  perception  of  the  nature  of  the  incarnate 
Logos,  because  this  perception  of  faith  includes  the  assured  • 
hope  of  a  change  of  human  nature  analogous  to  the  divinity 
of  Jesus  Christ,  and  therewith  everything  worth  striving  for. 
'  We  become  divine  through  him,  because  for  our  sake  he  be- 
came man'.  But  the  dogmatic  formulas  corresponding  to  this 
conception  only  estabHshed  their  position  after  severe  fights; 
they  never  arrived  at  a  perfectly  exact  expression ;  and  they 
never  obtained  the  exclusive  supremacy  which  they  demanded. 

1  Athanasius  (Ep.  encycl.  ad  episc.  /Egypt,  et  Lib.  ch.  I.)  mentions  as  the  gifts 
of  grace  already  possessed  by  Christians:  (i)  the  type  of  the  heavenly  mode  of 
life,  (2)  power  over  demons,  (3)  adoptioQ  to  be  sons,  (4)  and  what  is  exalted  and 
rises  high  above  every  gift — the  knowledge  of  the  Father  and  tlie  Word  himself 
and  the  grant  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  This  list  is  not  quite  complete. 
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The  reasons  for  this  delay,  inexactness,  and  faihire  to  obtain 
supremacy  are  numerous  and  various.  The  most  important 
deserve  to  be  emphasised. 

Firstly,  every  new  formula,  however  necessary  it  might  appear, 
had  the  spirit  of  the  Catholic  Church  against  it,  simply  because 
it  was  new ;  it  could  only  gain  acceptance  by  deceiving  as  to 
its  character  of  novelty,  and  as  long  as  the  attempt  to  do  so 
was  unsuccessful,  it  was  regarded  by  the  pious  with  suspicion.  ^ 
Secondly,  the  ability  of  the  Catholic  Fathers  really  to  explain 
their  faith,  and  to  deduce  dogmatic  consequences,  was  extremely 
slight.  Grown  up  in  the  schools  of  philosophy  and  rhetoric, 
they  never  clearly  felt  it  to  be  their  duty  to  give  an  abstract 
account  of  their  faith,  however  they  might  understand  it.  Far 
from  describing  the  system  of  doctrine  as  a  statement  of  the 
nature  and  contents  of  Christian  piety,  and  from  evolving  the 
latter  from  its  distinctive  conditions,  they  found  it  difficult  even 
to  make  a  simple  inference  from  their  conception  of  salvation 
to  the  person  of  Christ  and  vice  versa.  Their  reasoning  was 
always  being  disturbed  by  apologetic  or  other  considerations 
foreign  to  it.  Energetic  men,  to  whom  the  matter  of  religion 
should  be  all  in  all,  were  accordingly  required,  if  an  advance 
were  to  take  place  in  the  work  of  formulating  it.  But  such 
men  have  been  extremely  rare.  There  have  been  few  in  all 
periods  of  the  history  of  dogma  who  clearly  perceived  and  duly 
appreciated  the  final  interests  which  moved  themselves.  This 
is  true  of  the  ancient  Church,  though  then  matters  were  a  little 
better  than  in  later  centuries.  Thirdly,  the  formulas  required 
conflicted  with  every  kind  of  philosophy;  they  amounted  to  an 
offence  to  the  thought  of  the  schools.  This  circumstance  un- 
doubtedly might  afterwards  prove  an  advantage ;  it  was  possible 
to  show  the  divinity  and  sacredness  of  the  formulas  by  refer- 
ring to  their  inscrutability  and  therefore  to  the  mystery  that 
surrounded  them.  But  as  long  as  the  formula  was  still  new, 
this  confirmation  encountered  doubts,  and  even  afterwards,  in 
spite  of  the  'mystery',  it  was  impossible  to  do  without  a  philo- 
sophy   which  should  interpret  it,  and  should  restore  confidence, 

•    See  above,  p.  137,  f. 
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as  to  the  contradictions,  by  new  combinations  of  categories. 
Now,  as  long  as  no  such  philosophy  was  created,  faith  was  not  satis- 
fied, and  the  formula  was  not  guaranteed  permanence.  Fourthly, 
it  was  of  the  highest  importance  that  by  almost  all  the  Fathers 
their  conception  of  the  salvation  procured  by  the  God-man 
(deification)  was  appended  to,  or  bolstered  up  by,  the  system 
of  '  natural  theology '.  But  under  this  system  knowledge  and 
virtue  were  the  highest  blessings,  and  God  was  exclusively  the 
judge  who  rewarded  the  good  and  punished  the  wicked.  Now, 
it  was  undoubtedly  possible  so  to  combine  these  two  lines  of 
thought  that  neither  was  prejudiced,  and  we  will  see  that  such 
a  combination  alone  corresponded  to  the  ideas  of  those  Christ- 
ians, and  was  actually  brought  about.  But  it  was  impossible  to 
prevent  natural  theology  from  intruding  more  and  more  into 
dogmatics,  and  from  interfering  with  the  success  of  the  mystical 
doctrine  of  redemption — for  so  we  may  well  name  it.  Men  were 
not  in  a  position  to  strike  at  the  roots  of  those  views  of  Christ- 
ian salvation  which  did  not  definitely  conceive  the  latter  to  be 
distinctive,  and  which  therefore  did  not  sufificiently  differentiate 
it  from  virtue  and  the  natural  knowledge  of  God. 

Fifthly,  the  complete  acceptance  of  the  mystical  doctrine  of 
redemption  was  imperilled  from  another  side,  and  this  menace 
also  could  never  be  completely  averted.  The  picture  of  the 
life  of  Jesus  contained  in  the  Gospels,  in  spite  of  all  the  arts 
of  exegesis,  contradicted  in  a  way  it  was  impossible  to  dis- 
regard the  Christological  formulas  called  for  by  the  doctrine. 
The  life  even  influenced  the  form  given  to  the  dogma  of  the 
incarnation  and  its  consequences '  to  an  extent  which,  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  theory  of  redemption,  was  questionable;  and 
it    subsequently    always    accompanied    the    dogmatic    formulas, 

1  In  the  introductory  fourth  Catecliism  in  which  Cyril  summarises  the  main 
points  of  the  faith,  he  says  (ch.  IX.):  vtarsve  Ss  on  oi/roc,  6  i^ovoyevij^  vi'ot;  rov 
&SOV  Stx  TÄ?  X(j.xfrix(;  vhjlüv  I§  ovpxväv  xatxijAJev  stti  xi??  yi??.  (ch.  X.) :  ovtoq  sa-rxv- 
pdo^vj  t/Tt-p  TÜv  xfixpriäv  i^/zwv.  Nothing  is  said  of  the  abolition  of  death.  So  also 
in  the  Homilies  of  Chrysostom  who  generally  tried  to  follow  Paul,  sin  comes  to 
the  front.  The  saying  "Let  us  not  fear  death,  but  only  sin,"  is  often  repeated  with 
variations  by  Chrysostom.  Alexander  of  Alex,  also  in  his  letter  to  Alexander  (Theo- 
doret  H.  E.  I.  4)  gives  as  the  only  ground  of  the  incarnation  of  the  Son  of  God, 
that  he  came  si^  Mirvjo'iv  xi^xprixi^  but  he  is  unable  to  carry  out  the  thought. 
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keeping  alive  in  the  Church  the  remnant  of  a  conception  of  the 
Redeemer's  personaHty  which  did  not  agree  with  them.  The 
Church  indeed  never  lost  recollection  of  the  human  individu- 
ality of  Jesus  in  its  simple  loftiness,  its  heart-winning  love,  and 
its  holy  earnestness ;  it  never  forgot  the  revelation  of  God  in 
humanity.  Scripture  reading  and,  in  part  also,  preaching  pre- 
served the  memory,  and  with  and  by  it  thought  was  ever  again 
led  to  the  simplest  and  highest  of  facts,  the  love  of  God  which 
is  loftier  than  all  reason,  the  rendering  of  service  to  our  neigh- 
bour, sincere  humility,  and  patience.  But  as  the  gospel  pre- 
vented dogma  from  obtaining  an  exclusive  supremacy,  so  also 
Pauline  theology,  and  kindred  views  found  in  Holy  Scripture, 
exerted  an  important  influence,  which  maintained  its  ground 
side  by  side  with  the  dogma,  and  often  very  strongly  decided 
its  exposition.  That  the  work  of  Christ  consisted  in  what  he 
achieved,  culminating  in  his  sacrificial  death,  and  signifying  the 
overcoming  and  removal  of  guilt;  that  salvation  accordingly 
consisted  in  the  forgiveness,  justification  and  adoption  of  men, 
are  ideas  absolutely  wanting  in  none  of  the  Church  Fathers, 
and  very  prominent  in  a  few,  while  in  the  majority  they  find 
their  way  into  the  exposition  of  the  dogma  of  redemption.  They 
do  not  agree  with  the  latter,  nay,  in  this  combination  can  hardly 
be  held  to  have  deepened  the  conception  in  any  point ;  for  they 
rather  menaced  the  finality  of  the  fundamental  dogmatic  thought 
in  which  men  lived.  In  fact  they  wrought  mischief,  i.e.,  they 
led  to  moral  laxity,  as  in  all  cases  where  they  are  only  allowed 
a  secondary  authority.  But  their  existence  must  be  expressly 
stated  if  our  view  is  to  be  complete.  New  Testament  reminis- 
cences and  thoughts  and  in  general  Biblical  theological  ideas 
of  the  most  varied  kind,  always  accompanied  and  impinged  on 
dogma  growing  or  full-grown.  '  They  helped  to  delay  its  re- 
duction into  formulas,  and  prevented  the  mystical  doctrine  of 
redemption  and  its  corresponding  dogmas  obtaining  a  completely 
exclusive  supremacy  in  the  Eastern  Churches. 

Sixthly  and  finally,  the  scheme  of  Christology,  distinctive  of  the 

1  The  contradictions  and  inconsistencies  were  not  felt  if  it  was  possible  to  support 
the  separate  propositions  by  an  appeal  to  Holy  Scripture;  see  on  this  Vol.  II., 
p.  331,  n.   I. 
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West,  forced  on  the  Church  by  the  poHcy  of  the  emperors,  brought  a 
disturbing  and  confusing  influence  into  the  Eastern  history  of  dogma. 
The  Eastern  Church,  left  to  itself,  could  only,  if  it  had  simply 
given  expression  to  its  own  idea  of  redemption,  have  raised  to 
a  dogma  the  one  nature,  made  flesh,  of  God,  the  Logos  [yJx 
cpvTic  ösov  }.o'ycv  rr£7(rpz:cyJy/]),  and  must  have  left  the  paradox 
standing  that  the  humanity  of  Christ  was  consubstantial  {o,uc:v7i::) 
with  ours,  and  was  yet  from  the  beginning  not  only  without 
sin,  but  free  from  any  kind  of  corruption  (cp^jpi).  This  dogma 
was  condemned  as  heretical  in  the  process,  as  we  know,  of 
forming  an  exclusive  authoritative  doctrine,  and  another  was 
set  up  in  its  place  which  it  required  the  most  elaborate  efforts 
of  theologians  to  connect  closely  with  the  idea  of  redemption. 
Conversely,  as  regards  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  in  the  fourth 
century,  while  the  correct  formula— correct,  /.c\,  when  gauged 
by  the  conception  of  redemption — triumphed,  yet  the  consider- 
ations springing  from  natural  theology  and  science  were  here 
so  strong  that  the  Eastern  Church  could  only  reconcile  itself 
to  the  doctrine  by  the  aid  of  a  complicated  theology,  which  in 
this  case,  however,  was  really  heterodox,  because  it  weakened 
the  meaning  of  the  formula.  In  the  foiirtJi  century  the  correct 
fortnula  trmmpJied,  but  the  iriunipJi  ivas  procured  by  a  theology 
really  heterodox ;  in  the  fifth  and  up  to  the  seventh  an  hicorrect 
formula,  if  gauged  by  the  idea  of  redemption,  became  supreme, 
but  theology  was  able  to  treat  it  orthodoxly.  In  view  of  these 
incongruities  one  is  almost  tempted  to  believe  in  the  '  cunning 
of  the  idea ' ;  for  this  development  alone  made  possible,  or  demand- 
ed, the  application  of  the  whole  apparatus  of  Platonic  and 
Aristotelian  philosophy  to  dogma.  Neither  the  conception  of 
the  oßocv7iog  (consubstantial)  as  given  by  Athanasius,  nor  the 
strictly  Monophysite  form  of  the  incarnation  dogma,  would  have 
conjured  philosophy  anew  to  its  aid,  and  to  a  greater  extent 
than  was  contained  in  the  dogma  itself.  This  happened  and 
could  not  but  happen,  because  men  would  not  understand 
o[/,oo'j(jiog  as  rxvrov'jioq  (of  the  same  substance);  and  because 
they  were  forced  to  fit  the  two  natures  into  their  system.  Dog- 
matics (the  doctrines  of  the  Trinity  and  the  Incarnation)  became 
the    high    school    of   Philosophy.     By    them    the   Middle    Ages 
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received  all  that  they  ever  did  of  philosophical  thought.  And 
these  facts  were  due  to  the  circumstance  that  the  idea  of  re- 
demption was  not  expressed  purely  and  absolutely  in  dogma, 
that  rather  in  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  as  well  as  in  the 
Christology,  the  formula  overlapped  its  support,  or  the  support 
the  formula,  and  therefore  necessarily  called  for  endless  exertions. 
Where  would  Plato  and  Aristotle  have  been  in  the  Church  or 
the  Middle  Ages  if  the  East  had  honoured  Athanasius  and  Julian 
of  Halicarnassus  as  the  sole  authoritative  Fathers  of  the  Church, 
and  how  nearly  was  this  the  case  with  both!  How  much  the 
East  owes  to  the  interference  of  the  West,  and  yet,  on  the 
other  hand,  how  greatly  did  the  same  West  disturb  it !  But  it 
is  to  be  described  as  a  gain  from  another  point  of  view,  that 
the  correct  formulas — those  which  corresponded  to  the  Greek 
idea  of  redemption — did  not  estabhsh  their  position.  TJie  eva?t- 
gelical  conceptioji  of  Christ  teas  preserved  to  a  greater  degree 
in  the  Byzantine  and  Nestorian  Church,  based  on  the  doctrine 
of  the  two  natures,  than  in  the  MonopJiysite  CJinrcJies.  The 
latter  only  prove  that  the  consistent  development  of  the  materi- 
alistic idea  of  redemption  reduces  Christianity  to  barbarism. 
The  Arabians  taught  Aristotle  to  the  Nestorians  and  not  to  the 
Monophysites.  But  those  Churches  also  show  that  the  Christ 
who  possessed  one  incarnate  nature — that  phantom — reduced 
the  historical  Christ  almost  to  the  vanishing  point.  All  the 
features  of  the  man  Christ  of  history,  which  the  Byzantine  and 
Nestorian  Church  still  kept  alive  in  their  communities,  are  so 
many  evidences  that  the  old  idea  of  redemption  was  forced  to 
submit  to  limitations. 

But  in  spite  of  this  the  dogma  of  the  God-man  which  sprang 
from  the  doctrine  of  redemption  assumed  a  unique  and  pre- 
dominant position  and  alone  constituted  dogma  in  the  strict 
sense.  Theology  =:  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  Economy  =  the 
idea  and  realisation  of  the  Incarnation.  The  course  of  develop- 
ment also  shows  by  its  inner  logic,  which  indeed,  as  already 
pointed  out,  was  not  so  stringent  as  more  recent  scholars  would 
have  us  believe,  that  it  was  in  this  dogma  that  the  strongest 
interest  was  taken.  After  Athanasius  had  proved  the  necessity 
and    realisation    of   redemption    through    the    incarnation  of  the 
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Son  of  God,  the  consubstantiality  (Homoousia)  of  the  Son 
of  God  with  God  himself  was  first  estabhshed.  Then  the 
fact  was  emphasised  that  the  Incarnate  was  constituted  similarly 
with  man,  and  finally,  the  unity  of  deity  and  humanity  in  the 
incarnate  Son  of  God  was  settled.  The  historian  of  dogma  has 
here  simply  to  follow  the  course  of  history.  It  is  in  this  con- 
nection by  no  means  clear  how  besides  this  the  work  of  the 
God-man  is  to  be  treated.  As  regards  the  work  of  Christ  we 
can  only  deal  with  '  conceptions  '  which  are  not  firmly  allied  to  the 
dogma.  But  we  have  to  remark  finally,  that  not  only  in  theory  was 
the  dogma  planned  eschatologically,  i.e.,  with  a  view  to  the  future 
life,  out  that  also  in  practice  faith  in  the  imminent  approach  of  the 
end  of  the  world  still  influenced  the  pious.  In  a  few  Fathers  this 
faith  undoubtedly  held  a  subordinate  place;  but  yet  it  formed 
the  rule,  and  the  storms  caused  by  the  invasion  of  the  tribes 
as  well  as  the  political  revolutions  constantly  gave  it  strength. 
II.  In  relation  to  the  blessing  of  salvation  man  is  receptive 
and  passive.  He  receives  it  in  this  world  in  the  hope  of  his 
faith,  and  enjoys  it  in  the  other  as  a  transcendently  glorious 
gift  of  grace.  God  alone  can  grant  it,  and  no  human  effort 
can  deserve  it.  As  we  have  already  noticed,  this  religious  blessing 
of  salvation  is  wholly  different  from  moral  goodness;  for  moral 
goodness  cannot  be  presented,  but  must  be  gained  by  our  own 
actions.  On  the  other  hand,  Christianity  as  a  religion  cannot 
take  up  a  neutral  attitude  to  moral  goodness,  but  must  rather 
embrace  the  loftiest  morality.  That  was  also  the  universal  con- 
viction of  the  Greek  Church  and  its  theologians.  The  problem 
which  thus  arose  was  solved  without  noteworthy  vacillations, 
and  in  the  sense  of  the  theology  of  the  apologists  and  Origen. 
It  was  assumed  that  freedom  in  the  moral  sphere  corresponded 
to  receptivity  in  the  domain  of  religion  and  the  blessings  of 
salvation  conferred  by  it ;  and  that  God  attached  the  grant  of 
the  religious  blessing  of  salvation  to  the  achievement  of  a 
perfectly  moral  hfe,  whose  law,  though  not  new,  had  first 
found  expression  in  the  Christian  religion  as  something  perfect 
and  capable  of  being  easily  recognised.  The  scheme  of  nature 
and  grace  current  in  the  West  since  Augustine,  was  not 
entirely    unknown    in    the    East,  so  far  as  words  were  concern- 
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ed.  ■  But  the  latter  already  found  "grace"  in  "nature",  i.e., 
in  the  inalienable  natural  disposition  to  freedom,  and,  on  the 
other  hand,  conceived  "grace"  to  be  the  communication  of  a 
higher  nature.  Hence  the  above  scheme  was  not  adapted  to 
express  Greek  thought.  Christianity  was  rather,  on  the  one  hand, 
the  perfect  law  of  goodness,  and,  on  the  other,  a  promise  and  sure 
pledge  of  immortality. "'  It  was  therefore  holy  living  and  correct 
faith.  The  convictions  that  God  himself  is  the  good;  that  he  is 
the  creator  of  the  inalienable  reason  and  freedom  of  man ;  that 
the  perfect  morality  of  man  represents  the  only  form  of  his 
similarity  to  God  attainable  in  the  sphere  of  the  temporal  and 
created;  that  the  supreme  law  of  goodness,  hitherto  obscured, 
has  been  once  more  revealed  to  men  in  the  Christian  religion, 
and  that  in  the  most  impressive  way  imaginable — by  the  deity 
in  a  human  form;  finally,  that  the  religious  blessing  of  salvation 
procured  by  Christ  contains  the  strongest  motive  to  practise 
morality,  ^  while  it  also  includes  mysterious  forces  which  promote 
it :  these  convictions,  according  to  the  conception  of  Greek  theo- 
logians, bound  rehgion  and  morality  together  as  closely  as 
possible,  and,  since  only  the  good  man  could  receive  salvation, 
guaranteed  the  character  of  Christianity  as  the  moral  religion. 
The  monk  Sophronius  (seventh  century)  says  in  his  Christmas 
Sermon:  "Therefore  the  Son  of  God  assumed  human  poverty, 
that  he  might  make  us  gods  by  grace ;  and  the  divine  father 
David  sings  in  his  psalms  ...  I  said,  ye  are  gods  and  all  sons 
of  the    highest.    God    is    in   us;  let  us  become  gods  by  divine 

1  It  occurs,  e.g.^  in  the  Homilies  of  Macarius.  If  elsewhere  he  speaks  of  X'^P'^^ 
it  is  as  a  rule  the  substantial  grace  imparted  in  the  sacraments  (baptism)  that  is 
meant.  The  beginning  of  Cyril's  first  Catechism  is  very  instructive:  KxiviiiSixö)i7<ijg 
HX^yiTcti    xxi    Xpia-ToO  /.ivo-Tjjp/wv  xoivMvot,  vvv  jzev  rj}  xXt^irei,  /zet'  oÄiyov  Se  xxi  t^ 

XXpiTI,    KXpSlXV    ixUT07t;    TTOn^aXTS    KXIvijV    XXt    TTVSVjZX    KXiVÖV^    'I'vX    Sl/(ppO<Ti/Vyit;    VTTÖÖSiTtt; 

■j/fvtfo-fle  To7g  oiipxvoiQ. 

2  See  Cyril,  Catech.  4,  c.  2 :  'O  rij?  ösoirsßstxi;  rpÖTtoi;  sk  Svo  tovtuv  avviTTt^KS, 
doyiJ.xraiv  suo'sßüv  xxi  Trpx^siiiv  xyx^cSv.  Kxt  ovrs  rx  Soyi^xTx  X'^P'i  'ipywv  xyxöäv 
svTTpöo'SBKTX  tSJ  ©foj,  ovTE  Tx  (Jiii  //et'  slasßüv  Soy[j.xTWV  epyx  TS^OVlJ.SVX  TTpoirSs- 
XiTXi  6  ©eSi  .  .  .  i^£yi(7Tov  roivvv  ktvkjlx  Io-ti  to  tüv  Soyi-ixrwv  izxiijixx. 

^  Cyril  begins  his  i8th  Catechism  with  the  words  ^'The  root  of  every  good 
action  is  the  hope  of  the  resurrection.  For  the  expectation  of  obtaining  a  corres- 
ponding reward  is  a  spur  to  incite  the  soul  to  practise  good  works."  The  way  to 
morality  is  made  easy  by  removal  of  the  fear  of  death. 
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transformations  and  imitations"  (A/ij  r^Dri  o  vii^  tcv  &£:ii  x-^Ö:x- 
7r'rr/i'j  Trrcc^slxy  h^vsrxi  hx  hob:;  y,y^x:  xTrspyx^'/iTXi  ^xpiri.  y.x) 
rxvTX  f^£?,x'Bicv  0  ösoTTxrccp  ^xß'i^  ..  . .  'Eycc  s'ittx.'  QsoI  s^rs  y,xi 
v'to)  •j-ll7rc-j  7rxyr£g.  Osoc  h  y,[/Ar  h:c^x!/,£v  dslxi:  fxsrxßc/.xTc  y.x) 
fMyJ,7£7iy).  '  In  the  last  phrase  the  Greek  fundamental  thought  is 
put  into  a  classic  form.  Only  we  must  not  take  "  y.srxßc/.xh" 
and  "  f/,tyJi7£7ry  to  be  equivalent.  The  former  signifies  the  actual 
process,  the  latter  its  condition  and  form ;  not  the  sufficient 
reason,  as  is  proved  by  "^ip/r/."'  There  is,  however,  a  form  of 
morality  which  does  not  appear  to  be  merely  subordinate  to 
religious  faith  and  hope,  but  which  anticipates  the  future  blessings, 
or  puts  man  into  the  condition  of  being  able  to  receive  them 
immediately.  This  is  negative  morality,  or  asceticism.  It  corresponds 
in  a  true  sense  to  the  characteristic  of  the  religious  gift  of  salva- 
tion ;  it  is  also  therefore  no  longer  a  mere  adjunct  to  the  latter, 
but  it  is  the  adequate  and  essential  disposition  for  the  reception 
of  salvation.  But  in  so  far  as  ecstasy,  intuition,  and  the  power 
of  working  miracles  can  be  combined  with  it,  it  forms  the  anti- 
cipation of  the  future  state.  The  ultimate  rule  of  this  conception 
of  Christianity  may  accordingly  be  compressed,  perhaps,  into  the 
saying:  *' Dost  thou  desire  the  supreme  good,  incorruption 
[x^pöxp^lx),  then  divest  thyself  of  all  that  is  perishable."  Side 
by    side   with    this   we  have  the  more  general  rule  "Dost  thou 

'  Ed.  Usener,  1.  c.  Ouce  more  we  have  to  compare  Cyril  of  Jerusalem.  After 
he  has  limited  the  "creed"  to  the  ten  sections  of  the  Symbol  he  continues:  i^lstx 
Si  TyjV  yvüa-iv  rv\i  (reiJLvviQ  y.ett  svSo^ov  tä^/t'/j;  xxi  Trxvxyixi;  ttio-tsüiq  xxt  arexvTOv 
yjM^i  XoiTTov  otT-Tii  si.  Accordingly,  faith  is  that  given  from  without,  divine.  Moral 
self-knowledge  and  self-discipline  are  independent  of  it. 

-  The  Greek  Fathers  speak  not  infrequently  of  the  new  birth  in  connection 
with  N.  T.  passages  and  it  is  to  be  admitted  that  some  succeed  in  reproducing 
the  thought  satisfactorily,  but  only — so  far  as  I  know — when  they  adhere  closely  to 
the  sacred  texts.  At  all  events  we  must  not  let  ourselves  be  misled  by  the  mere 
title.  This  is  shown  most  clearly  by  the  closing  chapters  of  Gregory  of  Xyssa's 
Orat.  catechet.  (ch.  33  sq).  By  regeneration  Gregory  understands  the  mysterious 
birth  in  us  of  the  divine  nature^  which  is  implanted  by  baptism.  As  the  natural 
man  is  born  of  moist  seed,  so  the  new  undying  man  is  born  of  water  at  the 
invocation  of  the  Holy  Trinity.  The  new  immortal  nature  is  thus  begun  in  germ 
by  baptism  and  is  nourished  by  the  Eucharist.  Tiiat  this  conception  has  nothing 
in  common  with  the  new  birth  of  the  New  Test.,  since  it  has  a  physical  process 
in  view,  needs  no  proof.  According  to  Cyril,  regeneration  only  takes  place  after 
man  has  voluntarily  left  the  service  of  sin  (see  Catech.  I.,  ch.  2). 
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desire  the  supreme  good,  then  first  be  good  and  nourish  the 
new  nature  implanted  in  thee  in  Baptism  by  the  Eucharist  and 
the  other  mysterious  gifts."  The  extent  to  which  all  this  was 
connected  with  Christ  is  shown  by  the  saying  of  Clemens  Alex. 
(Protrept.  I.  7)  — a  saying  which  retained  its  force  in  after  times  : 
"  Appearing  as  a  teacher  he  taught  the  good  life,  in  order  that  after- 
wards as  God  he  might  grant  everlasting  life  "  (r^  fu  i^J^:/ J^/^^^f^ 
STTi^x'Js);  u^  ^ihx7zx}\c~,  hx  TO  xs)  ^vj'j  •j7Tspo'j  ccc  Qsog  X^P^y-^^^y 
This  whole  conception  of  the  importance  of  morality  needed, 
however,  no  doctrinal  and  specific  description,  any  more  than 
the  nature  of  morality  and  the  principles  of  natural  theology  in 
general.  All  that  was  already  settled  in  its  fundamental  lines ; 
man  knew  it  by  his  own  reason ;  it  formed  the  self-evident  pre- 
supposition of  the  doctrine  of  redemption.  The  very  freedom 
used  by  the  Church  Fathers  in  dealing  with  details  shows  that 
here  they  were  treating  matters  generally  recognised  and  only 
called  in  question  by  Manichaeans,  Fatalists,  etc.,  and  that  it 
was  therefore  unnecessary  to  have  recourse  to  revelation.  In 
describing  the  dogma  of  the  Greek  Fathers,  therefore,  we  have 
to    consider    their  views  of  the  nature  of  salvation,  ^  of  God  as 

1  The  faiidameatal  conception  of  the  nature  of  the  blessing  secured  by  salvation 
is  yet  not  wholly  unknown  to  rational  theology,  since  the  latter  supposed,  though 
with  some  uncertainty,  that  it  could  perceive  a  diviiae  element  in  the  original  con- 
stitution of  men  (see,  e g.^  Gregory  of  Nyssa).  Even  for  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity 
recourse  was  had  here  and  there  to  reason  and  the  philosophers.  But  we  must  go 
still  farther.  If  the  doctrine  of  redemption  has  been  characterised  above  as  mystical, 
this  does  not  exclude  the  fact  that  faith  confers  redemption  in  so  far  as  it  confers 
a  knowledge  which  in  and  by  itself  includes  liberation.  As  long  as  men  dealt  in- 
dependently with  dogma,  this  conception  was  by  no  means  wanting;  indeed  it 
was  really  the  hidden  mystery  in  dogma  which  was  clearly  expressed  by  Clement 
and  Origen,  but  only  dimly  shadowed  by  later  teachers.  From  this  point,  however, 
faith  and  ethics  were  intimately  combined ;  for  ethics  was  also  intellectual.  No 
later  writer  has  stated  and  known  the  thought  so  clearly  expressed  by  Clement  of 
Alex.  (Strom.  IV.  23,  149):  AioTrsp  6  A;j//o;<p<TOC  sZ  \eysi  "dit;  fi  (pvo-i^  re  xxi  SiSxx^ 
xxpxTTkvifj-iov  Is-t;"...  Kxi  yxp  vi  SiS^x*!  lzeTieppvßiJ,:^£i  tov  xvipwTrc-j,  lisrappvöi^i- 
i^ova-x  Ss  <pv<j-io7roi£7  xxi  Sit^vsynev  ov$sv  yj  (pva-si  TrÄxa-öi^vxt  toiövSs  i)  XP°'^V  '^^' 
(ix^vi(TSt  iMSTxrwitiiyivxr  xiJ.ip(ii  Se  6  xvpioi;  Trxpso-x^Txi,  to  i^sv  xxtx  rijv  Si^iMovpy/xv^ 
TO  $s  y.xTX  SK  T^i;  Sixi-^xia  «vxxtiitiv  t£  Kxt  xvxvsaia-iv.  The  whole  matter  gradually 
became  really  mystical,  i.e.,  indescribable  and  inconceivable  in  every  sense  in  the 
Fathers;  the  intellectual  phase  and  intention  almost  disappeared.  Conversely,  the 
reality  of  the  blessing  in  salvation  was  thought  of  from  the  beginning  as  something 
supernatural,  surprising,  and  bestowed  from  without. 
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the  Good  and  the  Giver  of  salvation,  of  the  state  and  duties  of 
man,  etc.,  on  the  one  hand,  as  a  kind  of  <^?//-/^/7' presuppositions 
of  the  doctrine  of  redemption  ;  but,  on  the  other,  as  individual 
conceptions,  framed  partly  from  contemporary  philosophy,  and 
partly  from  the  Bible.  They  certainly  have  a  right  to  a  place 
in  a  description  of  the  complete  view  taken  by  the  ancient 
Church  of  Christianity ;  but  as  certainly  they  cannot  be  called 
dogmas ;  for  dogmas  are  as  essentially  different  from  self-evident 
presuppositions  as  from  fluctuating  conceptions.  Our  only  reason 
for  discussing  them  in  the  history  of  dogma  is  that  we  may 
guard  dogma  from  misunderstanding  and  correctly  mark  off  the 
space  due  to  it.  '  The  Greek  conception  of  Christianity  has,  like 
an  ellipse,  two  centres :  the  doctrine  of  liberty,  which  embraces 
the  whole  of  rational  theology,  Stoic  and  Platonic,  and  the 
doctrine  of  the  actual  redemption,  which  is  supranatural.  Supra- 
natural  as  it  was  it  admitted  a  relationship  to  natural  theology, 
just  as,  conversely,  freedom  was  regarded  as  a  gift  of  divine 
grace.  We  find,  indeed,  that  the  two  centres  were  first  brought 
into  the  greatest  possible  proximity  by  the  negative  morality. 
Therefore  from  this  point  also  the  achievements  of  positive 
morality  necessarily  appear  as  a  minittiuni  to  which  the  shadow 
of  essential  imperfection  always  clings. 

It  follows  from  the  above  exposition  that  the  doctrines  of  God, 
the  world,  and  man — with  freedom  and  sin,  are  to  be  prefixed,  as 
presuppositions  and  conceptions,  to  dogma,  i.e.,  the  doctrines 
of  the  godman,  while  they  are  only  to  be  discussed  in  so  far  as 

1  Oue  might  be  disposed  to  assume  that  the  dogmatic  of  the  ancient  Churcli 
also  contained  ariiculi  purl  et  mixti^  but  this  dosignation  would  be  misleading. 
In  the  opinion  of  the  Fathers,  the  gospel  must  have  made  everything  clear;  con- 
versely, there  is  hardly  anything  in  the  dogmatics  which  able  philosophers  had 
not  foreshadowed.  The  realisation  was  the  mysleiy.  Socrates  says  (H.  E.  III.  i6): 
noAAo;  TÜv  7:xf  "EAAjjo-^  <PiXoo-o(Pi^<7tivrwv  ob  (JLcmfixv  tov  yvüvxt  rov  @eov  hyevovTO, 
Kxi  yacp  xxi  Trpo?  roi/t;  XTrpovoitiTixv  sia-xyovrxt;,  c'lre  'E^r/xot/p/otic,  >j  «AAw?  ipta-riKovq, 
IJ,erx  Tv\i  ?ioyiK^i  Itt/o-tj^//)^?  yei^vxioit;  XTtvji/rvia-xv,  ri^v  x(.txQixv  xvtüv  «vÄTpeVcvrf?, 
Kxi  Six  tovtwv  tüv  ÄÖyuv  XP^'^^^^'Q  l-^^^  '^°'?  ''"•J"  elffißitxv  xyxTTÜiri  xxTe(TTii<rxv 
ov  /xijv  T>5;  x£4>«^5??  Toy  ^6yov  eupxryjaxv,  tov  (j.ij  yvsSvxt  to  xttohpvtttöi^svov  xttö 
TÜV  ysvsäv  Kxi  xvb  tüjv  xiuvaiv  kxtx  Xpia-Tov  iJ-vaTvipiov  Socrates  had  already  in 
view  violent  opponents  of  the  intrusion  of  'EAA^jv/xi)  ■ttxiSsix  into  theology;  but 
the  dispute  so  passionately  conducted  never  really  weakened  the  confidence  placed 
in  natural  theology.  The  actual  position  is  correctly  described  in  Eusebius'  phrase 
(H.  E.  IV.   7,   14):  y;  Kxi'  yiiix^  stti  $siot4  re  KXi  (piÄoa-ö^oii  Söyi^xa-i  Si$x<rKX^ix. 
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such  discussion  is  required  for  the  comprehension  of  dogma. 
But  this  does  not  complete  the  Hst  of  our  tasks ;  the  whole 
presentment  of  dogma  must  be  prefaced  by  a  chapter  treating 
of  the  sources  of  our  knowledge  and  our  authorities,  i.e.,  Scrip- 
ture, tradition,  and  the  Church.  So  also  we  must  at  the  close 
examine  the  mysterious  application  of  redemption — the  mysteries 
— and  all  that  is  connected  with  it. 

The  following  arrangement  of  our  material,  in  which  a  system- 
atic exposition  forms  the  basis  of  the  historical,  because  the 
foundations  of  our  view  have  not  changed  since  the  time  of 
Origen,  will  thus  be  appropriate. 

Ch.  III.  Of  the  sources  of  knowledge  and  the  authorities, 
or  of  Scripture,  tradition,  and  the  Church. 

A.  The  Presuppositions  of  the  Doctrine  of  Redemption, 

or  Natural  Theology. 

Ch.  IV.  The  presuppositions  and  conceptions  of  God  the 
Creator  as  bestower  of  salvation. 

Ch.  V.  The  presuppositions  and  conceptions  of  man  as  re- 
cipient of  salvation. 

B.  The    Doctrine    of  Redemption    in  the    Person  of  the 

God-man  in  its  Historical  Development. 

Ch.  VI.  The  doctrine  of  the  necessity  and  realisation  of  re- 
demption through  the  incarnation  of  the  Son  of  God. 

Appendix.  The  ideas  of  redemption  from  the  devil  and 
atonement  through  the  work  of  the  God-man. 

Ch.  VII.  The  doctrine  of  the  consubstantiality  of  the  Son 
of  God  with  God  himself. 

Appendix.     The  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Spirit  and  the  Trinity. 

Ch.  VIII.  The  doctrine  of  the  perfect  similarity  of  constitu- 
tion between  the  incarnate  Son  of  God  and  humanity. 

Ch.  IX.  Continuation.  The  doctrine  of  the  personal  unity 
of    the    divine    and  human  nature  in  the  incarnate  Son  of  God. 

C.   The  Foretaste  of  Redemption. 
Ch.  X.     The  mysteries  and  the  like. 

Ch.  XI.  Conclusion.  Sketch  of  the  history  of  the  genesis 
of  the  orthodox  system. 

12 
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Supplement  i. — The  Greek  conception  of  Christianity  appears 
undoubtedly  to  be  exceedingly  compact  and  clear,  as  long  as 
we  do  not  look  too  deeply  into  the  heart  of  it.  The  freeing 
of  dogmatics  of  all  matters  which  do  not  fall  within  the  scope 
of  the  doctrine  of  redemption  is  very  remarkable.  But  these 
advantages  are  purchased,  first,  by  abandoning  any  attempt  to 
establish  an  inner  unity  between  the  supreme  notions  of  "  moral 
good"  and  "blessedness"  (imperishableness) ;  secondly,  by  the 
depreciation  of  positive  morality  in  favour  of  asceticism ;  thirdly, 
by  completely  caricaturing  the  historical  Christ.  But  the  know- 
ledge of  the  Christian  faith  possessed  by  the  Fathers  up  to  the 
middle  of  the  fifth  century  was  still  far  from  being  in  the  deso- 
late slate  in  which  theology  makes  no  resolute  attempt  to 
deduce  the  consequences  of  a  doctrine,  while  it  does  not  venture 
to  abandon  it,  but  contents  itself  with  perceiving  "  a  profound 
element  of  truth"  in  any  or  every  theologoumenon  brought  to 
it  by  tradition.  The  idea  of  the  Greek  Fathers,  to  which  every- 
thing was  subordinate,  that  Christianity  is  the  religion  which 
delivers  from  perishableness  and  death,  was  derived  from  the 
ancient  Catholic  Church.  It  presents  itself  as  a  specific  limit- 
ation of  primitive  Christian  hopes  under  the  influence  of  views 
held  by  the  ancients.  It  is  possible  to  express  it  in  a  grand 
and  awe-inspiring  form,  and  this  the  Greek  Fathers  understood. 
Further,  where  misery,  mortality,  and  finitude  are  felt  to  be 
the  heaviest  burdens  laid  upon  men,  the  supreme  good  can 
be  nothing  but  endless,  blessed  rest.  In  so  far  as  the  Greek 
Fathers  perceived  and  firmly  believed  in  this  gift  being  confer- 
red by  the  Christian  religion,  while  they  connected  its  bestowal 
with  Jesus  Christ,  they  assigned  to  Christianity  the  highest  con- 
ceivable significance,  and  to  its  founder  the  highest  conceivable 
dignity,  within  their  range  of  vision.  But  the  mood  which 
looked  on  Christianity  from  this  point  of  view  and  regarded  it 
as  consolatory,  was  that  of  the  fall  and  ruin  of  the  ancient 
world,  which  no  longer  possessed  the  power  to  turn  earnestly  to 
an  energetic  life.  Without  premising  this  the  dogmatic  develop- 
ments are  not  intelligible.  But  we  cannot  retain  the  formulas 
of  the  Greek  faith  without  self-deception,  if  we  change  or  refuse 
to    admit    the    validity    of   its    premises.     But    if  we  are  ready 
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honestly  to  retain  them,  then  let  us  clearly  understand  to 
what  Orthodoxy  and  Monophysitism  came  in  the  East.  After 
they  had  piled  one  monstrosity  on  the  top  of  the  other,  they 
were— to  use  a  strong  figure  of  Goethe's — almost  choked  in 
chewing  the  cud  of  moral  and  religious  absurdities.  Originally 
their  doctrine  was  good  for  nothing  in  the  world  but  for  dying ; 
afterwards  they  became  deadly  sick  on  this  very  doctrine. 

Supplement  2. — If  the  conception  of  the  supreme  good  may 
be  regarded  as  a  revised  version,  made  by  Greek  philosophy,  of 
the  ancient  Christian  hopes  of  the  future,  yet  this  philosophy 
always  rejected  the  idea  of  the  incarnation  of  God,  and  there- 
fore could  not,  in  its  definition  of  the  supreme  good,  attain  the 
certainty  which  was  given  in  the  Christian  conception.  In  the 
fourth  and  fifth  centuries,  however,  there  were  even  Christian 
theologians — Synesius,  for  example— who  would  not  admit  the 
incarnation  of  God  without  revision,  and  yet  held  by  the  thought 
of  deification ;  who  accordingly  approached,  not  rationalistic,  but 
rather  pantheistic  views.  At  any  rate,  faith  in  the  incarnation  of 
God,  along  with  the  idea  of  creation,  formed  the  dividing  line 
between  Greek  philosophy  and  the  dogmatics  of  the  Church. 
"For  what,"  says  Athanasius,  de  incarn.  41,  *■  is  absurd  or  ridicu- 
lous in  our  teaching,  except  merely  our  saying  that  the  Logos 
was  made  manifest  in  a  human  body.^"  (r/  yx^  a.ro-äov,  ^  r/ 
X^svyjg  TTtzp"  '/jfMv  ci^iov,  yj  irxvrccq  on  rov  hoy.ov  h  (xcüf/.xri  TtsCpxv- 
£pS)70xi  ?Jyo,u£y;).^  On  the  other  hand,  the  Christian  says  (Cyril, 
Catech.  4,  ch.  9):  "If  the  incarnation  was  a  dream,  then  salva- 
tion is  also  a  dream."  (E/  CpxyriX'Tf/^x  y,v  '/j  hxvöpooTryi^ic,  Cpxyra7[/,x 
jcx)  '/j  TicT'/iplx).  That  is  the  confession  which  in  the  Greek 
Church  was  the  equivalent  of  i   Cor.  XV.   17  f. 

Supplement  3. — In  order  to  learn  the  classical  form  of  Greek 
piety,  the  strongest  root  of  dogma,  it  is  necessary  to  study  the 
literature  of  asceticism.  For  it  seldom  comes  clearly  to  light 
in  the  dogmatic,  apologetic,  and  polemical  works,  with  the  ex- 
ception   of   the    writings    of    Athanasius,    and    in    the   homiletic 

'  Compare  Gregory  Nyss.,  Orat.  catech.  5 :  To  {j.\\>  sl-jxt  Koyov  @eov  y.xi  ttvsvixx 
Six  ts  tüv  xotvav  svvotwv  0   "EAAtjv  xxi   Six  riav  ypx^ixcHv  6  "lov$x7oi;  'la-cci;  ovx  x-jti- 

A5§6/,      T!)V     Se     XXTX    t'OV    Xi/öpUTTOV    OIKOVOI^IXV    TOV    &£0V     ÄÖyOV    KXTX    TO    'itTCV    SHXTlpOi; 

xlirctiv  x7ro§o>iiiJi.x<rst  w?  xTridxviv  re  kx)  xxpsTrii  Trspi  @soC  f^syea-öxi. 
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literature,  apart  from  Chrysostom,  it  is  always  greatly  disguised 
by  rhetoric.  But  a  distinction  must  be  made  even  in  ascetic 
literature.  The  descriptions  of  the  piety  of  monkish  heroes  lose 
themselves  as  a  rule  in  extravagance  and  eccentricity,  and  are 
not  typical  because  the  writers  set  out  to  prove  the  already 
supramundane  character  of  those  heroes.  Wc  have  especially 
to  examine  numerous  writings  on  "the  resurrection,"  "virginity," 
"  perfection,"  and  similar  subjects,  and  also  the  practical  homi- 
lies. We  obtain  perhaps  the  clearest  and  truest  impression  of 
the  piety  of  the  Greek  Church  from  reading  the  biography 
of  sister  Macrina,  by  Gregory  of  Nyssa  (Oehler,  Biblioth.  d. 
KVV.  I.  I,  1858,  p.  172  ft".).  The  dying  prayer  put  in  her 
lips  (p.  213  f)  is  given  here  because  it  expresses  inimitably 
the  hopes  and  consolation  of  Greek  Christianity,  yet  without 
omitting  the  characteristic  warmth  of  feeling  which  belonged  to 
its  very  essence. 

"  Her  prayer  was  such  that  one  could  not  doubt  that  she 
was  with  God,  and  heard  his  voice.  She  said :  Thou,  Lord, 
hast  for  us  destroyed  the  fear  of  death.  Thou  hast  made  the  end 
•of  this  earthly  life  the  beginning  of  the  true  life.  Thou  makest 
our  bodies  rest  for  a  time  in  sleep,  and  dost  awaken  them  again 
with  the  last  trumpet.  Thou  givest  our  clay,  which  Thou  didst 
fashion  with  Thy  hands,  to  the  earth  to  keep  it,  and  Thou 
takest  again  what  Thou  didst  give,  and  dost  transform  into  im- 
perishableness  and  beauty  that  which  was  mortal  and  unseemly. 
Thou  hast  snatched  us  from  the  curse  and  sin,  having  Thy- 
self become  both  for  us.  Thou  hast  crushed  the  heads  of  the 
dragon,  which  had  grasped  man  with  its  jaw  in  the  abyss  of 
disobedience.  Thou  hast  paved  the  way  of  the  resurrection 
for  us,  having  shattered  the  gate  of  Hades,  and  destroyed  him 
who  had  the  power  of  death.  Thou  has  given  those  who  fear 
Thee  the  image  of  Thy  holy  cross  for  a  sign  for  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  adversary  and  the  safety  of  our  life.  Eternal  God, 
to  Whom  I  was  dedicated  from  the  womb.  Whom  my  soul  has 
loved  with  all  its  power,  to  Whom  I  have  consecrated  my  flesh 
and  my  soul  from  my  youth  and  till  now !  Place  Thou  an  angel 
of  light  by  my  side  to  lead  me  to  the  place  of  quickening 
where    is  the  source  of  rest  in  the  bosom  of  the  Holy  Fathers. 
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Oh  Thou  who  didst  break  the  flaming  sword,  and  didst  restore 
to  Paradise  the  man  crucified  with  Thee  who  begged  Thy 
mercy.  Remember  me,  too,  in  Thy  kingdom,  because  I  also 
am  crucified  with  Thee,  piercing  my  flesh  with  nails  from  fear 
of  Thee,  and  fainting  in  dread  of  Thy  judgments !  May  the 
awful  abyss  not  divide  me  from  Thine  elect,  nor  the  calumni- 
ator block  my  way;  may  my  sin  not  be  found  before  Thine 
eyes,  if  I,  having  failed  through  the  weakness  of  our  nature, 
should  have  sinned  in  word,  or  deed,  or  thought  I  Thou  who 
hast  power  on  earth  to  forgive  sins,  grant  me  forgiveness,  that 
I  may  be  quickened,  and  when  I  put  oft"  my  body  may  I  be 
found  by  Thee  without  stain  in  my  soul,  so  that  my  soul, 
spotless  and  blameless,  may  be  received  into  Thy  hands  like 
a  sacrifice  before  Thy  presence." 

Supplement  4. — For  centuries  after  the  great  work  of  Theog- 
nostus,  which  we  only  know  very  imperfectly,  no  complete  system 
of  scientific  theology  was  written  in  the  East.  The  idea  of  a 
system  was  in  itself  a  philosophical  one,  and  for  its  execution 
all  that  was  in  existence  were  examples  whose  authority  was 
already  shaken.  Platonism  only  contributed  to  form  a  hetero- 
dox system,  Aristotelianism  with  its  formal  logic,  which  triumphed 
over  all  difficulties,  first  succeeded  in  creating  an  orthodox  sys- 
tem. Systematic  works,  in  the  period  up  to  Johannes  Damas- 
cenus,  fall  into  the  following  lists. 

(i)  On  the  incarnatio7i  of  the  Logos — or  Son  of  God.  In  these 
works  the  central  question  of  Greek  dogma  is  discussed.  The  title 
varies,  or  is  more  precise,  according  to  the  standpoint  of  each : 
"On  the  two  natures",  "On  not  confounding  the  natures  ",  etc. 
Under  this  head  come  also  the  polemical,  dogmatic  tractates — 
against  Arius,  Marcellus,  Eunomins,  ApoUinaris,  Nestorius,  etc. — • 
as  well  as  dogmatic  monographs — on  the  Holy  Ghost,  the  Trinity, 
etc.  We  have  to  notice  finally  the  Expositiones  vcritatis  at  the  close 
of  the  writings  against  the  heretics,  like  those  found,  after  the 
precedent  of  Hippolytus,  in,  e.g.,  Epiphanius  and  Theodoret. 

(2)  Exposition  of  CJiristian  doctrines  in  catechetical  form. 
Here  Cyril's  catechisms  are  especially  important.  ^  The  catechism 

•  The  plan  of  CyriPs  catechisms  is  very  instructive.  First,  tliere  is  in  the  preface 
an    inquiry  as  to  the  aim  and  nature  of  tlie  instruction.     It  begins  with  the  words 
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was  always  bound  by  the  Symbol,  but  the  Symbol  necessitated 
the  treatment  of  the  main  points  of  Jesus'  history  as  points  of 
doctrine,  and  the  expiscation  of  their  exact  value  for  faith.  Thus 
dogma  gained  an  important  supplement  from  the  exposition  of 
the  Symbol.  The  decalogue  of  the  creed  by  Gregory  of  Nazianzus 
also  falls  to  be  mentioned  here.  In  the  great  catechism  of  Gre- 
gory of  Nyssa  catechetic  treatment  is  combined  with  apologetic. 
Instructions  how  to  pursue  theological  science  came  from  the 
Antiochene  school  and  thence  penetrated  into  the  West — ^Junilius 
— where  Augustine  had  already  written  his  work  De  doctrina 
Christiana.  So  far  as  I  know,  the  older  Byzantine  Church  pos- 
sessed no  such  instructions. 

(3)  Apologetic  ivorks  in  reference  to  JieatJiejis  and  Jezvs.  In  these, 
natural  theology — the  monotheistic  faith  and  doctrine  of  freedom 
— is  unfolded,  and  the  Christian  view  of  history,  as  well  as  the 
proof  of  its  antiquity,  presented  in  opposition  to  polytheism  and 
ceremonial  religions ;  so  in  several  works  by  Eusebius,  Apol- 
linaris,  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  etc. 

"\\hvi  {j.a.-'ia.fiiQrviTOC,  0(7{j.y,  Tpot;  viixi;.  Compare  also  cli.  VI :  BAsTe  (J.ot  ttviaik'/iv  a-oi 
oih'xv  6  ''l\^i70V(;  x,^pi^srixi  ...  (/.i;  voiiiS-y]C,  on  (/.iKpov  Tpxyfu.x  ^xij.ßxvsti;'  «vJpwTO? 
wv  oixTfoi;,  @sov  ÄxiJLßxvsit;  Trpoa-yiyop/xv  .  .  .  rovro  TrpoßKsTroo-j  6  Wx?\.i'i.uiSoQ  'sÄsysv  sy. 
vpotroiiTov  rov  Qiov,  sTretSii  /j.sÄÄova-tv  xvUpuTTot  ®eov  Tcpotn^yopix-j  Äxfzßxvsiv  'Eyw 
sJttxj  6eoi  i(7T£  y.xi  vioi  v^^io-tov  ttxvtsi;,  c.  12:  exv  trs  XÄr^f^otz/zevo?  e'terxs-^,  n 
s]p-/jXX(Ti-/  ol  SiSxa-y.ovTSQ^  i-ii^Ssv  Äsys  tw  g|w  [iva-Ti^picv  yxp  trot  TrxpxSiSofzsv  axt 
s^TTiSx  iJ.iX}\ovTO(;  xJüjvoQ'  Tvipi^cTOv  TO  (/.vn-T'^ piov  tSi  (zia-öxTToSoTyj.  Tlieii  follow  three 
Catechisms  which  impart  information  concerning  sin,  baptism,  and  penitence  in 
general,  and  are  meant  to  awaken  the  right  disposition.  In  the  fourth  a  sketch  is 
given  of  the  system  of  faith  according  to  the  Symbol.  Ten  systems  are  distinguished, 
whose  numbering,  however,  can  no  longer  be  established  with  certainty.  The 
exposition  contained  in  Catechisms  5 — 18  do  not  agree  with  the  sketch,  seeing  that 
to  the  latter  is  appended  a  didactic  section  on  the  soul,  the  body,  food,  and  clothing, 
a  section  which  is  wanting  in  the  exposition;  the  latter  rather  in  the  last  catechism 
deals  with  the  Church,  which  is  not  mentioned  in  the  sketch.  The  whole  is  con- 
cluded by  five  catechisms  which  explain  the  secret  rites  of  the  mysteries  to  the 
baptised.  The  decalogue  of  the  faith  by  Gregory  contains,  in  the  first  commandment, 
the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  ;  in  the  second,  the  creation  out  of  nothing  and  the 
providence  of  God;  in  the  third,  the  origin  of  evil  from  freedom,  not  from  an  evil 
matter  or  God;  in  the  fourth,  the  doctrine  of  the  incarnation  and  constitution  of  the 
Redeemer;  in  the  fifth,  the  crucifixion  and  burial;  in  the  sixth,  the  I'esurrection  and 
ascension ;  in  the  seventh,  the  return  of  Christ  in  glory  to  act  as  judge ;  in  the 
eight  and  ninth,  the  general  resurrection  and  retributive  judgment;  the  tenth  runs: 
AsKXTOV  spyx^ov  to  xyxSbv  It/  tovtoi  tui  6siJ,sÄicfi  twv  Soyi^xTCOv,  sTreiSyj  ttio-ti^ 
Xt^P'i  epyoüv  vey.pXj  uq  'epyx  Si'x^  TtiaTSüii;. 
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(4)  Monographs  on  the  zuork  of  the  six  days,  on  the  human 
soul,  the  body,  the  immortality  of  the  soul,  etc.  In  these,  also, 
natural  theology  is  developed  and  the  scientific  cosmology  and 
psychology  in  the  oldest  sources  of  the  Bible  stated. 

(5)  MonograpJis  on  virginity,  monachisni,  perfectioji,  the 
virtues,  the  resurrection.  Here  the  ultimate  and  supreme  practical 
interests  of  piety  and  faith  find  expression. 

(6)  MonograpJis  on  the  mysteries,  cultus  and  priesthood. 
These  are  not  numerous  in  the  earlier  period — yet  instruction 
in  the  sacraments  and  their  ritual  was  regularly  attached  to  the 
training  in  the  Symbol ;  see  the  Catechisms  of  Cyril  which  form 
a  guide  to  the  mysteries.  Their  number,  however,  increased  from 
the  sixth  century. 

Copious,  often  intentionally  elaborated,  dogmatic  material,  finally, 
is  also  contained  in  scientific  commentaries  on  the  Biblical  books 
and  in  the  Homilies, 

The  right  use  for  the  history  of  dogma  of  these  different 
kinds  of  sources  is  an  art  of  method  for  which  rules  can  hardly 
be  given.  The  rhetorical,  exegetical,  philosophical,  and  strictly 
dogmatic  expositions  must  be  recognised  as  such  and  distinguished. 
At  the  same  time  we  have  to  remember  that  this  was  an  age 
of  rhetoric  which  did  not  shrink  from  artifices  and  untruths  of 
every  kind.  Jerome  admits  that  in  the  works  of  the  most  celebrated 
Fathers  one  must  always  distinguish  between  what  they  wrote 
argumentatively  {^ix}.s'/-i'/.^q),  and  what  they  set  down  as  truth. 
BasiHus  also  (Ep.  210)  was  at  once  prepared  to  explain  a 
heterodox  passage  in  Gregory  Thaumaturgus,  by  supposing  that 
he  had  been  speaking  not  dogmatically  (^C7,6t.z-/;ca;r),  but  for  the 
sake  of  argument  [oty^-JiTTiy.Zq).  So  also  Athanasius  excuses 
Origen  on  the  ground  that  he  wrote  much  for  the  sake  of 
practice  and  investigation  (De  decretis  synod.  Nie.  27,  cf.  ad 
Scrap.  IV.  9);  and  while  completely  defending  the  Christology 
of  Dionysius  Alex.,  he  remarks  that  the  latter  in  many  details 
spoke  from  policy  [xcx-t"  olzoyof/J^y).  The  same  stock  excuse  was 
seized  upon  by  the  Fathers  at  Sardica  in  the  case  of  Marcellus. 
According  to  this,  how  often  must  the  great  writers  of  the  fourth 
and  fifth  centuries  themselves  have  written  for  the  sake  of 
argument  (i;\vv/7-;xä;-:) !   Moreover,  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  speaks 
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of   a    necessary    and    salutary  olzoyofxyiöy/yxi  rvjv  x?.-/jö^ixv,  i.e.,  of 
the  politic  and  prudent  disguise  and  the  gradual  communication 
of  the  truth;  and  he  appeals  in  support  of  this  to  God  himself 
who    only    revealed    the    truth    at    the    fitting    time,  c/z5>5/z/x5^ 
(Orat.     41.    6,    Ep.    26).     Cyrus     declares,    in    the    monothelite 
controversy,  that  one  must  assume  y-oiT"  oixovoijAa-j  a  not  altogether 
correct     dogma,    in    order    to    attain    something    of  importance. 
Some,  however,  went  much  farther  in  this  matter.  As  they  did 
not  hold  themselves  bound  to  stick  to  the  truth  in  deahng  with 
an  opponent,  and  thus  had  forgotten  the  command  of  the  gospel, 
so    they    went    on    in  theology  to  impute  untruthfulness  to  the 
Apostles,    citing    the    dispute    between    Paul  and  Peter,  and  to 
Christ  (he  concealed  his  omniscience,  etc.).  They  even  charged 
God  with  falsehood  in  dealing  with  his  enemy,  the  devil,  as  is 
proved    by    the   views  held  by  Origen,  Gregory  of  Nyssa,  and 
most  of  the  later  Fathers,  of  redemption  from  the  power  of  the 
devil.     But    if    God    himself   deceived  his  enemy  by  stratagem 
{pia  fraiis),  then  so  also  might  men.  Under  such  circumstances 
it   cannot   be  wondered  at  that  forgeries  were  the  order  of  the 
day.  And  this  was  the  case.  We  read  even  in  the  second  cen- 
tury   of   numerous    falsifications    and  interpolations  made  under 
their   very  eyes  on  the  works  of  still  living  authors.     Think  of 
the   grievances  of  the  Church  Fathers  against  the  Gnostics,  and 
the  complaints  of  Dionysius  of  Corinth  and  Irenasus.    But  what 
did    these    often    naive    and    subjectively    innocent  falsifications 
signify  compared  with  that  spirit  of  lying  which  was  powerfully 
at   work    even    in    official    compositions  in  the  third  and  fourth 
centuries?  Read  Rufinus'  De  adulterat.  hbr.  Origenis,  and  weigh 
Rufinus'    principles    in    translating    the    works  of  Origen.     And 
the    same    spirit   prevailed  in  the  Church  in  the  fifth  and  sixth 
centuries ;    see    a   collection   of  the  means  employed  to  deceive 
in    my    altchrist.    Litt. -Gesch.  I.,  p.  xlii  ff.     In    these    centuries 
no  one  continued  to  put  any  trust  in  a  documentary  authority, 
a  record  of  proceedings,  or  protocol.  The  letters  by  Bishops  of 
this    period    throng    with    complaints   of  forgeries ;  the  defeated 
party    at    a    Synod   almost  regularly  raises  the  charge  that  the 
acts    of   Synod    are    falsified ;    Cyril  and  the  great  letter- writers 
complain  that  their  letters  are  circulated  in  a  corrupt  form ;  the 


Chap,  ii.]  SUPPLEMENTARY  1 85 

epistles  of  dead  Fathers — e.g.,  that  of  Athanasius  to  Epictetus — 
were  falsified,  and  foreign  matter  was  inserted  into  them ;  the  fol- 
lowers of  Apollinaris  and  Monophysites,  e.g.,  systematically  corrupt- 
ed the  tradition.  See  the  investigations  of  Caspari  and  Draseke. 
Conversely,  the  simplest  method  of  defending  an  ancient  Church 
Father  who  was  cited  by  the  opposition,  or  on  whose  orthodoxy 
suspicion  was  cast,  was  to  say  that  the  heretics  had  corrected 
his  works  to  suit  themselves  and  had  sown  weeds  among  his 
wheat.  The  official  literature  of  the  Nestorian  and  Monophysite 
controversy  is  a  swamp  of  mendacity  and  knavery,  above  which 
only  a  few  spots  rise  on  which  it  is  possible  to  find  a  firm 
footing.  Gregory  I.  (Ep.  VI.  14)  at  once  recalls  in  a  given  case 
the  forging  of  the  acts  of  the  Ephesian  Synod.  What  was  not 
published  as  Nicene  in  later  times,  and  to  some  extent  very 
soon !  Much  indeed  was  even  then  dismissed  as  mendacity  and 
deceit,  much  has  been  laid  bare  by  the  scholars  of  the  seven- 
teenth century.  But  if  one  considers  the  verdicts,  anxieties, 
and  assertions  of  suspicion  of  contemporaries  of  those  conflicts, 
he  cannot  avoid  the  fear  that  present-day  historians  are  still 
much  too  confiding  in  dealing  with  this  whole  literature.  The 
uncertainties  which  remain  in  the  study  precisely  of  the  most 
important  alterations  of  the  history  of  dogma,  and  of  the  Church 
of  the  Byzantine  period,  necessarily  awaken  the  suspicion  that 
we  are  almost  throughout  more  or  less  helpless  in  face  of  the 
systematically  corrupted  tradition.  All  the  same  I  would  not 
recommend  so  bold  a  handling  of  the  sources  as  that  formerly 
practised  by  the  Jesuits,  and  to-day  by  Vincenzi  (Ketzertaufstreit, 
Acten  des  5   Concils,  Honoriusfrage). 

Supplement  5. — The  form  assumed  by  the  substance  of  the 
faith  in  the  Greek  Church  shows  very  clearly  the  characteristic 
point  of  view.  First,  namely,  it  was  conceived — though,  so  far 
as  I  know,  seldom — as  law ;  indeed  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  sketched 
a  decalogue  of  faith.  This  form  must  not  be  misunderstood. 
The  faith  appears  as  law  only  in  so  far  as  its  contents  consti- 
tute a  revealed  ordinance  of  God  to  which  man  has  to  submit; 
we  must  not  let  it  suggest  to  us  a  parallel  to  the  moral  law. 
Secondly,  however,  the  creed  is  regarded  in  its  formulas  as  a 
mystery   to    be    kept   secret.     Men   were  initiated  into  the  faith 
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as  they  were  initiated  into  the  sacred  rites.  ^  Secrecy  was, 
according  to  ancient  ideas,  the  necessary  nimbus  of  all  conse- 
cration. The  conceptions  of  the  creed  as  law  and  as  mystery 
have  this  in  common,  that  in  them  the  content  of  the  faith 
appears  as  something  strictly  objective,  something  given  from 
without. '  But  in  so  far  as  the  authority  of  any  formula  what- 
ever conflicts  with  original  Christianity  as  much  as  this  secrecy, 
the  dependence  of  the  Greek  Church  on  the  practice  of  the 
ancient  mysteries  and  schools  of  philosophy  is  here  manifest. 

Siipplement  6. — Ideas  of  the  realisation  of  the  supreme  good 
in  the  world  beyond  had  to  attach  themselves  to  the  phrases 
of  the  creed  known  in  the  Symbols,  and  were  not  permitted  to 
disregard  the  numerous  and  diversified  statements  of  Holy 
Scripture.  The  motley  and  manifold  conceptions  which  resulted 
were  owing  to  harmonising  with  primitive  Christian  eschatology 
on  the  one  hand,  and  Origen's  doctrine  of  the  consummation 
on  the  other,  subject  to  due  regard  for  the  sacred  writings. 
Origen's  doctrine  was  more  and  more  regarded  as  heretical  from 
the  end  of  the  fourth  century,  while  previously  recognised 
theologians,  like  Gregory  of  Nyssa,  had  reproduced  it  in  all  its 
main  points.  Its  rejection  marks  the  first  decisive  victory  of 
traditionalism — itself  indeed  impregnated  with  speculation — over 
spiritualising  speculation.  In  the  fifth  century,  there  were  counted 
as  heretical,  (i)  the  doctrine  of  apokatastasis  (universalism)  and 
the  possibility  of  redemption  for  the  devil ;  ^  (2)  the  doctrine  of 
the  complete  annihilation  of  evil;  (3)  the  conception  of  the 
penalties  of  hell  as  tortures  of  conscience ;  (4)  the  spiritualising 
version    of   the    resuscitation    of  the  body  ;  and  (5)  the  idea  of 

*  See  the  investigations  into  tlie  so-called  Arcan-Disciplin,  by  Rothe,  Th.  Ilar- 
naclc,  Bonwetsch,  and  Von  Zezschvvitz. 

-  Constantine  delighted  in  applying  the  name  "law"  to  the  whole  of  the 
Christian  religion.  This  is  western  (nosti-a  lex  ^  nostra  religio);  it  is  rare  in  the 
East.  On  the  other  hand,  the  whole  Bible  was  not  infrequently  "the  law"  in  the 
one  Church  as  well  as  in  the  other. 

3  Gregory  of  Nyssa  still  defended  it,  appealing  to  i  Cor.  XV.  2S;  see  the 
second  half  of  his  writing  TZifi  i/vx^i  xxt  Civxa-rsiaeca^^  and  Orat.  catech.  8.  35. 
So  also — for  a  time — Jerome  and  the  older  Antiochenes ;  even  in  the  fifth  century 
it  had  numerous  defenders  in  both  East  and  West.  It  was  definitively  condemned 
with  the  condemnation  of  Origen  under  Justinian.   See  under,  ch.  XI. 
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the  continued  creation  of  new  worlds.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
doctrines  of  Christ's  reign  on  earth  for  a  thousand  years,  and 
the  double  resurrection,  etc.,  were  in  the  East  in  part  shelved, 
in  part  absolutely  characterised  as  Jewish  heresies. '  The  return 
of  Christ,  which  was  still  described  as  imminent,  though  for 
many  theologians  it  had  lost  its  essential  significance,  the  judg- 
ment of  the  world,  the  resurrection  of  the  body, '  the  eternal 
misery  [dhxTo:  h  Mccvoc'tI:^ — undying  death)  of  the  wicked,  were 
maintained,  and  even  the  conception  of  a  transfiguration  of 
heaven  and  this  earth  was  not  everywhere  rejected.  Retained 
accordingly  were  only  those  points  enumerated  in  the  symbols, 
and  therefore  no  longer  to  be  passed  over.  To  these  were 
added  the  expectation  of  Antichrist,  which,  however,  only 
emerged,  as  a  rule,  during  exceptional  distress,  as  in  the  times 
of  Arian  emperors,  Julian,  barbarous  nations,  Mohammed,  etc., 
and  by  no  means  now  belonged  to  the  solid  substance  of 
theological  eschatology ;  (yet  see  Cyril,  Catech.  i  5,  ch.  1 1  f.,  the 
pseudo-hippolytan  work  Trap)  (tvutsP.sI^.ü,  and  the  late  apocalyp- 
ses of  from  the  fourth  to  the  seventh  century).  Blessedness  was 
regarded  as  a  state  of  freedom  from  suffering,  of  the  perfect 
knowledge,  and  the  intuitive  and  entrancing  enjoyment,  of  God. 
Yet    the    majority    recognised    different    degrees    and    stages   of 

1  The  last  important  theological  representative  of  Chiliasm  in  the  East  was 
Apollinaris  of  Laodicea;  see  Epiph.  H.  77,  ch.  37,  Jerome  de  vir.  inl.  18.  Jerome 
labours  to  prove  (Ep.  129)  that  the  Urra  froviissio7tis  was  not  Palestine,  but  a 
heavenly  place.  The  .\pocalypse  was,  as  a  rule,  not  included  in  the  Canon  in  the  East 
(in  older  times).  With  this  state  of  matters  is  contrasted  very  strongly  the  fact  that 
in  tlae  lower  ranks  of  priests,  monks,  and  laity  apocalypses  continued  to  be  eagerly 
read,  and  new  ones  were  ever  being  produced  on  the  basis  of  the  old. 

-  Tire  doctrine  of  the  resurrection  of  man  in  spirit  and  body  still  always  formed 
a  main  point  in  Apologetic  evidences,  and  was,  as  formerly,  proved  from  the 
omnipotence  of  God,  from  various  analogical  inferences,  and  from  the  essential 
importance  of  the  body  for  human  personality.  The  Cappadocians  and  some  later 
Greek  theologians  still  held,  though  in  a  much  weakened  form,  to  the  spiritualistic 
version  of  the  doctrine  attempted  by  Origen.  But,  following  Methodius,  Epiphanius 
(II.  64,  ch.  12  ff.)  especially  insisted  that  there  was  the  most  perfect  identity  between 
the  resurrection  body  and  our  material  body,  and  this  faith,  enforced  ia  the  West 
by  Jerome,  soon  established  itself  as  alone  orthodox.  There  now  arose  many  problems 
concerning  the  limbs  and  members  of  the  future  body,  and  even  Augustine  seriously 
considered  these.  He  experimented  on  the  flesh  of  a  peacock,  and  confirmed  his 
faith  in  the  resurrection  by  the  discovery  of  its  preservation  from  decay. 
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blessedness,  a  conception  in  which  we  perceive  the  moraHst 
encroach  upon  the  ground  of  rehgion, '  since  it  put  a  high  value 
on  special  earthly  achievements,  such  as  asceticism  and  martyr- 
dom. As  regards  the  blessed  dead,  it  was  supposed  in  wide 
circles  that  their  souls  waited  in  Hades,  a  subterranean  place, 
for  the  return  of  Christ;  ■  there  Christ  had  also  preached  the 
gospel  to  the  good  who  had  died  before  him.  ^  Not  a  few  Fathers 
of  the  fourth  century  maintained,  following  Origen,  that  the 
souls  of  the  pious  at  once  enter  Paradise,  or  come  to  Christ, " 
and  this  opinion  gained  ground  more  and  more.  It  was  uni- 
versal in  regard  to  saints  and  martyrs.  Besides,  the  conceptions 
of  the  intermediate  state,  like  everything  else  in  this  connection, 
were  altogether  vague,  since  Greek  theologians  were  only  inter- 

1  The  assumption  of  various  degrees  of  blessedness  (and  damnation)  must  have 
been  almost  universal ;  for  the  divergent  opinion  of  Jovinian  was  felt  to  be  heret- 
ical; see  Jerome  adv.  Jovin.  I.  3,  II.  18 — 34.  Still  it  excited  more  real  interest  in 
the  West  than  in  the  East  (Augustine,  De  civitate,  XXII.,  ch.  30).  As  regards  the 
idea  of  future  existence,  some  Fathers  supposed  that  men  would  positively  become 
angels,  others  that  they  would  be  like  the  angels. 

-  The  different  conceptions  as  to  the  relations  of  Hades,  Hell,  Paradise,  the 
bosom  of  Abraham,  etc.,  do  not  come  in  here.  According  to  Gregory  of  Nyssa, 
Hades  is  not  to  be  held  a  place,  but  an  invisible  and  incorporeal  state  of  the  life 
of  the  soul. 

3  This  old  theologoumenon  (see  Vol.  I.,  p.  203)  occurs  in  western  and  eastern 
theologians.  Those  who  would  have  become  Christians  if  they  had  lived  later,  i.e., 
after  Christ's  appearance,  were  redeemed.  The  phrase  descetidit  ad  inferna  came 
into  the  Symbols  from  the  fourth  century.  We  find  it  in  the  West  first,  in  the 
Symbol  of  Aquileia,  in  the  East  in  the  formula  of  the  fourth  Synod  at  Sirmium 
(359  ^'?  ''■^  KctTxyßo-nx  KXTSÄiövTx).  It  is  at  least  questionable  whether  it  was 
already  in  the  Jerusalemite  Symbol  at  the  same  date.  Compare  Hahn,  Bibliothek 
d.  Symbole,  2  Aufl.  §§  24,  27,  34,  36,  37,  39—41,  43,  45?  46—60,  93,  94,  96, 
108;  Caspari,  Ueber  das  Jerus.  Taufbekenntniss  in  Cyrillus'  Katechesen,  with  an 
excursus:  Hat  das  Jerus.  Taufbekenntniss  den  desce?jsus  ad  inferos  enthalten,  in 
the  norweg.  Theol.  Ztschr.  Vol.   I. 

*  With  this  it  C(>uld  be  and,  as  a  rule,  was  understood  that  their  felicity  up  to 
the  last  judgment  was  only  preliminary.  Two  interests  met  here :  those  of  a 
spiritualising  religion  and  of  primitive  Christian  eschatology;  see  Vol.  I.,  p.  129  f. 
The  latter  I'equired  that  blessedness  should  be  attached  to  the  return  of  Christ  and 
the  last  judgment;  the  former  demanded  that  it  should  be  complete  as  soon  as  the 
believing  soul  had  parted  from  the  mortal  body.  Therefore,  in  spite  of  Jerome's 
polemic  against  Vigilantius  and  Augustine's  against  Pelagius,  no  fixed  Church 
doctrine  could  be  arrived  at  here,  however  much  piety  desired  an  absolute  decision. 
See  for  details  Petavius  and  Schwane  D.  Gesch.  d.  patrist  Zeit,  p.   749  ff. 
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ested  ultimately  in  the  hope  of  deification.  '  In  the  West,  on 
the  contrary,  the  entire  primitive  Christian  eschatology  was  up- 
held pretty  nearly  intact  during  the  fourth  century,  and  even 
the  idea  of  Nero  returning  as  Antichrist  had  numerous  support- 
ers. The  reason  of  this  lies  in  the  fact  that  Neoplatonic  specu- 
lation, and  speculation  generally,  obtained  at  first  no  footing 
here,  and  the  specific  import  of  Christianity  at  the  same  time 
was  still  always  expressed  in  the  dramatically  conceived  eschat- 
ology. But  the  distinction  between  West  and  East  goes  at  this 
point  much  deeper.  Strongly  eschatological  as  was  the  aim  of 
the  whole  dogmatics  of  the  East,  it  cannot  be  overlooked  that 
the  heart  of  the  matter — the  thought  of  the  judgment — had 
been  torn  away  from  the  eschatology  since  Origen.  This  thought 
which  expresses  the  fearful  responsibility  of  every  soul  to  the 
God  of  holiness,  and  without  which  the  forgiveness  of  sins 
must  remain  an  enigma  and  an  empty  word,  dominated  the  gos- 
pel, and  determined  ancient  Christianity.  But  **  scientific " 
theology  had  shelved  it. "  The  name  is  not  wanting  in  Origen's 
system,  but  the  thing  had  disappeared.  In  spite  of  all  the  em- 
phasis laid  on  freedom,  nothing  exists  but  a  cosmic  process,  in 
which  the  many  issues  from  the  one,  in  order  to  return  into 
the  one.  In  such  a  scheme  the  Judgment  has  been  deprived 
of  its  meaning.  In  subsequent  times  apokatastasis — univers- 
alism — was  indeed  condemned  in  the  East,  and  Origen's  system 
was  rejected;  but  any  one  who  studies  closely  Greek  Byzantine 
dogmatics  will  see  how  profound  was  the  attachment  to  this 
most  important  point  in  Origenism  and  Neoplatonism.  The 
problems  to  which  the  creed  gave  birth  in  the  fourth  to  the 
seventh  century,  and  which  men  laboured  to  solve,  discounten- 
ance any  effective  reference  to  the  judgment.  Again  and  again 
we    have    deification    as  a  hyperphysical  and  therefore  physical 

1  Clement  and  Origen  had  assumed  a  purgatory  in  the  shape  of  a  cleansing  fire 
(see  Vol.  II.,  p.  377,  n.  5);  the  Greek  Fathers,  however,  have,  so  far  as  I  know,  dropped 
the  idea,  with  the  exception  of  Gregory  of  Nyssa  (t£/j<  4'w;C>5?  xxi  avzs-Txa-swi;, 
Dehler,  Vol.  I.,  p.  98  f.).  From  Origen  and  Gregory  the  conception  passed  to 
Ambrose  who  established  it  in  the  West,  after  the  way  had  been  prepared  for  it 
by  TertuUian.  The  Scriptural  proof  was  i  Cor.  III.  13  f.;  compare  .\ugustine  De 
civitate  dei,  XXI.  23  sq.  Enchir.  68  sq.  (ignis  purgatorius). 

2  It  still  lived  in  the  popular  views  of  Christianity  held  by  the  Orientals. 
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process,  but  dogmatics  tell  us  little  of  the  tenet  that  it  is 
appointed  unto  man  to  die  and  after  that  the  judgment.  For  this 
reason  also  the  strict  connection  with  morality  was  lost,  and  there- 
fore in  some  regions  even  Islam  was  a  deliverer.  It  was  different 
in  the  West.  What  has  been  named  the  "  Chiliasm "  of  the 
West,  possessed  its  essential  significance  in  the  prospect  of  the 
judgment.  If  we  compare  West  and  East  in  the  Middle  Ages — • 
the  theologians,  not  the  laity — no  impression  is  stronger  than 
that  the  former  knew  the  fear  of  the  judge  to  which  the  latter 
had  become  indifferent.  It  was  the  restless  element  in  the  life 
of  faith  of  the  West;  it  sustained  the  thought  of  forgiveness  of 
sins ;  it  accordingly  made  the  reformation  of  Catholicism  possible. 
And  any  reformation,  if  it  should  ever  take  place  in  the  Greek 
Church,  will  begin  by  restoring  the  conviction  of  the  respons- 
ibility of  every  individual  soul,  emphasising  the  judgment,  and 
thus  gaining  the  fixed  point  from  which  to  cast  down  the  walls 
of  dogmatics. 

Literature. — Hermann,  Gregorii  Nysseni  sentential  de  salute 
adipiscenda,  1875.  H.  Schultz,  Die  Lehre  von  der  Gottheit 
Christi,  1881.  Kattenbusch,  Kritische  Studien  der  Symbolik,  in 
the  Studien  und  Kritiken,  1878,  p.  94  ft".  Ritschi,  Die  Christi. 
Lehre  v.  d.  Rechtfertigung  und  Versöhnung,  2  Ed.,  Vol.  I., 
pp.  3 — 21.  Kattenbusch,  Konfessionskunde  I.,  p.  296  ff.  On 
Monachism,  especially  in  Russia,  see  Frank,  Russ.  Kirche,  p.  190  fif. 


CHAPTER    III. 

SOURCES   OF   KNOWLEDGE   AND   AUTHORITIES;    OR,   SCRIPTURE, 
TRADITION,   AND   THE   CHURCH. 

The  extent  and  authority  of  the  CathoHc  authorities  were 
ah-eady  substantially  fixed  at  the  beginning  of  the  fourth  century, 
though  their  mutual  relations  and  the  manner  of  using  them  in 
detail  were  not.  *  Among  the  parties  which  contended  over  the 
correct  definition  of  the  dogma  of  redemption,  they  had  to  a 
certain  degree  become  undoubtedly  subjects  of  controversy. 
The  great  opposition  between  a  more  liberal  theology  and  pure 
traditionalism  was  based  upon  a  difterence  in  the  way  of  looking 
at  the  authorities.  But  this  opposition  never  culminated  in  a 
clear  contrast  of  principles.  Consequently,  theologians  had  no 
occasion  to  frame  a  special  doctrine  of  the  Church  and  the 
authorities — Scripture  and  tradition.  The  need  was  not,  as  in 
the  case  of  the  dogma  of  redemption,  so  pressing  as  to  lead 
men  to  adopt  the  perilous  and  obnoxious  course  of  formulating 
laws  of  faith  anew.  The  petty  skirmishes,  however,  with  more 
or  less  obscure  theologians  and  reformers,  who  point-blank  ob- 
jected to  this  or  that  portion  of  the  traditional  basis,  did  not 
come  before  the  great  tribunal  of  the  Church,  and  the  conflict 
with  Manichaians,  Paulicians,  Euchites,  and  Bogomilians,  has 
left  no  trace  in  the  history  of  dogma. " 

1  See  the  account  given  in  Vol.  II.,  pp.   i8 — 127,  and  elsewhere. 

2  The  opposition  to  the  Eustathians  and  Andians  (see  the  Acts  of  the  Synod  of 
Gangra  and  Epipli.  H.  70)  does  not  belong  to  this  section;  for  it  arose  from  a 
different  conception  of  the  obligatoriness  of  the  monk's  life  on  Christians.  On  the 
contrary,  it  is  noteworthy  that  Aerius,  once  a  friend  of  Eustathius  (Epiph.  H.  75) 
not  only  maintained  the  original  identity  of  bishops  and  presbyters — that  had  also 
been  done,  and  supported  from  the  N.  T.,  by  Jerome  and  the  theologians  of  Antioch — 
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Still,  changes  took  place  in  the  period  between  Eusebius  and 
Johannes  Damascenus.  They  followed  simply  the  altered  re- 
quirements of  the  Church.  They  gave  utterance  to  the  increased 
traditionalism.  Necessity  became  a  virtue,  i.e.,  every  new  point 
which  was  felt  to  be  needed  in  order  to  preserve  the  unity  of 
the  Church,  or  to  adapt  its  institutions  to  the  taste  of  the  time, 
was  inserted  in  the  list  of  authorities.  This  method  was  in 
vogue  even  in  the  third  century.  It  was  now  only  further  and 
further  extended.  But  it  is  hard  to  fix  its  results,  since  at  that 
time  there  was  no  fixity  and  there  could  be  none,  from  the 
nature  of  the  principle  that  the  state  of  the  Church  at  any  time 
was  to  be  declared  as  in  every  respect  the  traditional  one.  ' 

I.     Holy  Scripture. ' 

To  the  two  Testaments  a  unique  authority  was  ascribed. 
They  were  the  Holy  Scriptures  zxt"  £|c%}?v;  every  doctrine  had 

but  he  made  the  question  an  artlcuhts  statitis  et  cadentis  ecclesia.  We  cannot  now 
determine  what  motive  influenced  him.  The  attack  of  Marcellus  of  Ancyra  on  the 
foundations  of  the  prevalent  theology,  and  his  argument  that  the  dogma  was 
essentially  av^pwT/viji;  /3oyA>}?  t£  j««<  yvw/z;??,  are  of  incomparably  greater  significance 
in  principle.  But  his  arguments  were  not  understood,  and  produced  no  effect.  Mean- 
while, the  basis  of  the  whole  structure  of  the  Catholic  Church  in  the  East  was  at 
no  time  left  unassailed.  The  Church  has  never  embraced  everything  which  was, 
and  might  be,  named  Christian.  After  the  Marcionites  and  the  older  sects  had 
retired  from  the  stage,  or  had  fused  with  the  Manichasans,  Paulicians,  Euchites,  aiid 
Bogomilians,  etc.,  came  upon  the  scene.  These  Churches  contested  the  Catholic 
foundations  as  the  Marcionites  and  Manichaeans  had  done;  they  accepted  neither 
the  Catholic  Canon,  nor  the  hierarchical  order  and  tradition.  They  succeeded,  in 
part,  in  creating  lasting,  comprehensive,  and  exclusive  systems,  and  afforded  work 
to  Byzantine  theologians  and  politicians  for  centuries.  But  important  as  it  is  to 
assert  their  existence,  they  have  no  place  in  the  history  of  dogma;  for  at  no  time 
had  they  any  influence  whatever  on  the  formation  of  dogma  in  the  East;  they  have 
left  no  effect  on  the  Church.  Therefore  general  Church  history  has  alone  to  deal 
with  them. 

1  The  view  held  of  the  apostolate  of  the  twelve  first  fully  reached  its  Catholic 
level  in  the  fourth  and  fifth  centuries.  The  Apostles  were  (i)  missionaries  who  had 
traversed  the  whole  world  and  performed  unheard  of  miracles,  (2)  the  rulers  of  the 
Churches,  (3)  teachers  and  law-givers  in  succession  to  Clirist,  having  given  in  speech 
and  writing  to  the  least  detail  all  the  regulations  necessary  to  the  Church  for  faith 
and  morals,  (4)  the  authors  of  the  order  of  worship,  the  liturgy,  (5)  heroic  ascetics 
and  fathers  of  monachism,  (6)  though  hesitatingly,  the  mediators  of  salvation. 

2  See  histories  of  the  Canon  by  Holtzmann,  Schmiedel  (in  Ersch  and  Gruber 
"Kanon");  Weiss,  Westcott,  and  especially  Zahn.  Overbeck,  Z.  Gesch.  des  Kanons, 


Chap,  hi.]  HOLY   SCRIPTURE  I93 

to  be  proved  out  of  them,  in  other  words,  opinions  that  held 
something  necessary  to  faith  which  did  not  occur  in  Scripture, 
had  no  absolute  validity.  Any  one  who  declared  that  he  took 
his  stand  on  Scripture  alone  did  not  assume  an  uncatholic 
attitude.  This  view  of  the  Holy  Scriptures  presupposed  that 
their  extent  was  strictly  defined,  and  placed  beyond  all  doubt. 
But  this  supposition  was  for  centuries  contradicted  by  the  ac- 
tual facts,  which,  however,  were  concealed,  partly  because  men 
neither  would  nor  dared  look  at  them,  partly  because  they  really 
did  not  see  them.  The  theologians  of  Antioch,  and  especially 
Theodore,  criticised  on  internal  and  external  grounds  the  contents 
of  the  Canon,  as  these  were  gradually  being  fixed ;  but  in  doing  so 
even  they  were  guided  by  an  ecclesiastical  tradition.  Their  criti- 
cism still  had  its  supporters  in  the  sixth  century,  and  its  influence 
extended  not  only  to  Persia,  but  even,  through  Junilius,  to  the 
West.  But  neither  the  spirit  of  the  criticism  nor  its  results  ever 
made  any  impression  whatever  on  the  great  Church.  ^ 

As  regards  the  O.  T.,  the  oldest  and  most  revered  of  the 
Greek  Fathers  followed  Melito  and  Origen,  and  only  recognised 
the  22  —  24  books  of  the  Hebrew  Canon, "  according  to  the 
others  in  the  Alexandrian  Canon  only  a  secondary  validity,  or 
none  at  all.  While  there  was  some  hesitation  about  the  Book 
of  Esther,  and  that  not  only  in  Antioch,  this  decision  obtained 

1880.  The  controversy  with  the  Jews  as  to  tlie  possession  and  exposition  of  the 
O.  T.  still  continued  in  the  Byzantine  period;  see  on  this  McGiffert,  Dialogue 
between  a  Christian  and  a  Jew,  entitled  ^Avrißo^ij  neiTria-y.ov  kxI  <i>i^oi-joz  x.x.A. . . . 
together  with  a  discussion  of  Christian  polemics  against  the  Jews.  New  York,  1889. 

'  On  the  attitude  of  Theodore  and  his  disciples  to  the  Canon,  see  the  thorough 
investigations  of  Kihn  (Theodorus  von  Mopsuestia  und  Junilius  Africanus,  1880). 
Theodore  rejected  from  the  O.  T.,  Job,  the  Song  of  Songs,  Chronicles,  Ezra  and 
Nehemiah,  Esther,  and  the  inscriptions  of  the  Psalms ;  see  Leontius  Byz.  Contra 
Nestor,  et  Eutych.  L.  III.,  ch.  13 — 17,  jNIigne  T.  86,  p.  1365  sq.  The  fifth  Synod 
expressly  condemned  Theodore's  criticism  and  interpretation  of  Job  and  the  Song 
of  Songs,  as  well  as  his  idea  of  inspiration  in  reference  to  Solomon's  writings,  and 
his  exposition  of  some  of  the  Psalms.  On  Theodore's  prestige  in  Nisibis,  see  Kihn, 
p.  333  f. ;  on  Junilius'  dependence  on  him,  1.  c,  350 — 382.  For  the  dependence  of 
the  Nestorian  Canon  on  Theodore's,  see  Noeldeke  in  the  Gott.  Gel.  Anz.  1868, 
St.  46,  p.   1826  and  Kihn,  I.e.,  336. 

-  Authoritative  were  especially  the  views  of  Athanasius,  Cyril  of  Jerus.  and 
Gregory  of  Nazianzus,  who  reckoned  only  22  Books;  see  also  the  sixtieth  Canon 
of  the  Council  of  Laodicea  (363?  iuauthentic  r). 
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in  the  Greek  Churches,  though  divergences  were  not  wanting 
in  provincial  communities.  But  it  was  always  in  danger  of 
being  disregarded,  for  the  sacred  books  were  continually  tran- 
scribed from  the  LXX, ;  and  so,  as  a  rule,  those  writings,  ex- 
cluded in  theory,  were  copied  along  with  the  others.  The  legend 
of  the  genesis  of  the  LXX.,  again,  was  always  highly  valued, 
and  it  seemed  to  imply  the  sacredness  of  the  whole  translation. 
Yet  it  was  only  in  consequence  of  the  attempts  at  union  with 
the  Roman  Church  in  the  Middle  Ages,  and  still  more  after 
the  ill-fated  enterprise  of  Cyrillus  Lucaris  (17th  century), 
that  the  Greek  Church  was  persuaded  to  give  up  the  Hebrew 
and  adopt  the  Alexandrian  and  Roman  Canon.  But  a  binding, 
official  declaration  never  followed;  the  passiveness  and  thought- 
lessness with  which  it  changed,  or  upturned  its  position  in  so 
important  a  question,  is  extraordinarily  characteristic  of  the 
modern  Graeco-Slavic  Church.  The  question  is  not  even  yet 
decided,  and  there  are  distinguished  Russian  theologians,  who 
regard  the  books  of  the  Hebrew  Canon  as  being  alone  strictly 
canonical.  They  are,  however,  growing  ever  fewer.  ^  In  the 
Western  Church  a  state  of  complete  uncertainty  still  prevailed 
in  the  fourth  century  as  to  the  extent  of  the  O.  T.  But  the 
Latin  Bible,  complete  copies  of  which  may  not  have  been  very 
common,  was  a  translation  of  the  LXX.  This  fact  was  more 
potent  than  the  historical  views  which  found  their  way  into  the 
West  from  the  East,  in  a  disjointed  form,  and  for  whose 
triumph  Jerome  had  laboured.  Augustine,  who  was  ignorant  of 
Biblical  criticism,  held  to  the  current  Latin  collection  (see,  e.g., 
his  list  in  De  doct.  christ.  II.,  8),  and  at  the  Synods  of  Hippo, 
A.D.  393  (can.  36),  and  Carthage,  A.D.  397  (can.  47),  the  Alex- 
andrian Canon  was  adopted.  The  decision  that  the  Roman 
Church  was  to  be  asked  for  a  confirmation  of  this  conclusion 
does  not  seem  to  have  been  carried  out.  From  that  date  the 
Hebrew  Canon  was  departed  from  in  the  West,  though  the 
view  of  Athanasius,  conveyed  to  it  by  Rufinus,  and  the  decision 
of  Jerome,  exerted  a  quiet  influence,  and  even  apart  from  this 

1  See  Gass,  Symbolik  der  griechischen  Kirche,  p.  97  ft'.;  Strack,  Kanon  des 
A.  T.  in  Prot.  R.-E.,  Vol.  VII.  2,  p.  412  fif.  The  reader  is  referred  to  this  article  and 
to  Introductions  to  the  O.  T.  for  details.  Kattenbusch,  Confessionskunde  I.,  p  292. 
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some  uncertainty — e.g.,  in  the  case  of  4  Esra,  the  Pastor  of 
Hermas,  etc., — still  remained.*  Cassiodorus  seems  to  have  taken 
a  very  important  part  in  finally  shaping  the  Latin  Bible.  But 
we  cannot  by  any  means  describe  the  attitude  of  the  West  as 
uncritical.  It  only  avoided  the  inconsistency  into  which  scholars 
had  fallen  in  extolling  the  LXX.  as  a  divinely  composed  and 
authentic  work,  while  they  ranked  the  Hebrew  Bible  above  it. 
As  regards  the  N.  T.,  the  Alexandrian  Church  accepted  the 
Western  collection  in  the  time  of  Origen,  and  in  the  course  of 
the  third  century  most  of  the  others,  though  not  yet  all,  '  seem 
to  have  followed  its  example.  In  so  far  as  any  reflection 
was  given  to  their  historical  characteristics,  the  Scriptures  were 
regarded  as  Apostolic-catholic,  and  were  acknowledged  to  con- 
tain the  real  sources  of  evidence  for  Christian  doctrine.  But 
the  principle  of  apostolicity  could  not  be  strictly  carried  out. 
In  many  national  Churches  apostolic  writings  were  known  and 
revered  which  were  not  found  in  the  Western  collection,  and 
conversely,  it  was  not  always  possible  to  perceive  the  Apostolic 
origin  and  Catholic  recognition  of  a  received  book.  Origen 
already  therefore  adopted  the  idea,  consonant  to  the  spirit  of 
antiquity,  that  the  collection  embraced  those  books  about  whose 
title  a  general  agreement  had  prevailed  from  the  earliest  times. 
Canonicity  was  decided  by  unanimous  testimony.  But  even 
this  principle  did  not  meet  the  whole  case ;  Origen  himself 
violated  it  in  forming  the  group  of  seven  Catholic  Epistles. 
Yet  it  became  the  established  rule,  and  put  an  end  to  any 
consideration    of  the   question    based    on    criticism    of  the  facts. 

'  Gregory  I.  (Moral  XIX.  13)  thought  it  laecessary  to  excuse  hiniself  for  arguing 
from  Maccabees. 

-  Thus  Syrian  Churches  still  used  Tatian's  Diatessaron  in  the  fourth  century ;  and  in 
a  few  circles  among  them  there  were  retained  in  the  Canon,  the  apocryphal  correspon- 
dence of  the  Corinthians  and  Paul,  the  two  Epp.  of  Clement,  nay,  even  the  Ep.  of 
Clement  de  virginitate.  On  the  other  hand,  some  books  were  wanting.  Not  a  few 
apocryphal  writings  held  an  undefined  rank  in  the  Syrian  Patriarchate.  In  a  word, 
the  old  Roman  Canon,  expanded  in  the  course  of  the  third  century  in  Alexandria, 
did  not  get  the  length  of  being  acknowledged  in  vast  territories  of  the  East 
proper.  In  spite  of  the  association  of  the  Apostolic  Epistles  with  the  Gospels,  the 
higher  rank  peculiar  to  the  latter  was  not  done  away  with  as  late  as  the  fourth 
century.  Alexander  of  Alexandria  (in  Theodoret  H.  E.  I.  4)  describes  the  contents 
of  Holy  Scripture  briefly  as  'Law,  Prophets,  and  Gospels.' 
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Eusebius,  who  was  a  very  important  authority,  and  who — if  we 
are  to  understand  the  passage  so — had  been  commissioned  by 
the  Emperor  to  j^repare  standard  Bibles,  followed  the  view  of 
Origen ;  yet  in  the  case  of  one  book,  the  Apocalypse,  he  expressed 
his  dislike  in  a  way  that  ran  counter  to  the  principle  of  the 
Canon.  The  three,  or  four,  categories,  in  which  he  required  to 
arrange  the  books,  show  that  men  were  struggling  with  a  diffi- 
culty not  to  be  solved  in  this  way,  which  could  only  be  solved 
by  time  with  its  power  to  hallow  all  inconsistencies.  '  If  we 
collected  statistically  all  the  Eastern  information  we  possess 
concerning  the  extent  of  the  N.  T.  from  the  date  of  Eusebius 
up  to  the  destruction  of  Constantinople — direct  and  indirect 
statements  by  Church  Fathers,  Synodal  decisions,  Bible  manu- 
scripts and  indices  from  the  Churches  of  various  provinces,  and 
especially  Syria — we  would  be  forced  to  the  conclusion  that 
complete  confusion  and  uncertainty  prevailed. '  But  this  view 
would  be  erroneous.  We  have  to  multiply  by  hundreds  the 
lists  which  enumerate  26  (27)  books,  i.e.,  the  Acknoivledgcd  and 
the  Disputed  melioris  notce  of  Eusebius.— Athanasius'  Festival 
Epistle,  A.D.  367,  was  of  paramount  importance  in  settling  the 
complete  equality  of  these  two  classes  in  the  Patriarchates  of 
Alexandria  and  Constantinople  and  in  the  West. — On  the  other 
hand,  apart  from  the  Syrian  Churches,  ^  the  lists  which  diverge 

1  On  the  efforts  of  Eusebius  to  fix  the  extent  of  the  N.  T.,  see  Texte  und 
Untersuch,  zur  altchristL  Litteratur-Oeschichtc,  Vol.  II.   i,  2,  p.  5  ff. 

2  Almost  everything  which  was  esteemed  in  quite  different  circumstances  in  the 
earliest  period,  is  to  be  again  found  somewhere  or  other  in  the  Byzantine  age.  Most 
instructive  is  the  history  of  Clement's  Epistles  and  Ilermas.  Conversely,  the  old 
doubts  also  remain  and  even  new  ones  emerge  (Philemon,  see  Jerome  in  his  preface 

to  the  Epistle). 

^  The  N.  T.  had  a  peculiar  history  in  the  Syrian  Cliurches,  which  has  not  yet 
been  written;  see  Nestle,  'Syrische  Bibelübersetzungen'  in  the  Prot.  R.-E.  Vol.  XV. ; 
Bathgen's  work  on  the  Syrus  Cureton.  1885,  and  my  'das  N.  T.  um  das  Jahr  200' 
(1888).  It  is  more  than  questionable  whether  Theodore  of  Mopsueslia  did  any 
independent  criticism  on  the  extent  of  the  N.  T.  He,  probably,  simply  adhered  to 
the  Canon  of  his  Church,  which  then  of  the  Catholic  Epistles  only  admitted 
1  Peter  and  i  John,  and  rejected  the  .\pocalypse ;  see  Kihn,  1.  c,  65  ff.  and  the 
Canon  of  Chrysostom.  While  the  whole  Church  was  substantially  agreed  about  the 
extent  of  the  N.  T.,  from  the  end  of  the  fourth  century,  wide  districts  in  the  Pa- 
triarchate   of  Antioch    retained  their  separate  traditions.     Only  we  must  not  forget 
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from  the  above  owe  their  existence  either  to  a  badly  applied 
scholarship,  or  to  individual  reminiscences,  in  rare  cases  to  a 
divergent  usage  on  the  part  of  provincial  Churches.  From  the 
end  of  the  fourth  century  real  unanimity  prevailed,  in  the  main, 
as  to  the  contents  of  the  N.  T.  and  the  authorship  of  the 
separate  books,  in  Constantinople,  Asia  Minor,  Alexandria,  and 
the  West.  Apart  from  doubts  of  long  standing,  yet  ineffectual 
and  isolated,  about  the  Catholic  Epistles  (and  Philemon?),  the 
one  exception  was  John's  Revelation,  for  which  Eusebius'  ver- 
dict was  momentous.  '  But  even  in  this  case  attempts  to  come 
to  a  decision  were  given  up :  the  book  was  shelved,  and  re- 
emerged,  from  the  circles  in  which  it  had  maintained  its  ground, 
without  exciting  any  controversy  worth  mentioning.  The  dis- 
quieting distinction  between  Acknowledged  and  Disputed  books, 
abolished  by  Athanasius,  was  but  very  seldom  of  any  conse- 
quence in  practice;  but  scholars  still  recalled  it  here  and  there. 
When  the  collection  was  limited  to  26  (27)  books,  the  reading 
of  others  in  the  Church  was,  from  the  end  of  the  fourth  cen- 
tury, more  strictly  prohibited.  But  even  at  the  beginning  of 
the  fifth,  men  in  a  position  to  know,  like  Jerome  and  Sozomen, 
can  tell  us  that  the  prohibition  was  here  and  there  unknown 
or  disregarded.  Some  primitive  Christian  writings  were  thus  in 
use  in  the  Churches  down  to  the  fifth  century  and  later ;  but  the 
Monophysite  Churches  preserved,  as  a  monkish  protest  against 
the  spiritualism  of  Origen,  Jewish  Apocalypses  revised  by 
Christians  and  belonging  to  the  earliest  period,  and  the  barbar- 
ism into  which  they  fell  spread  a  protective  covering  over 
these  writings.  ' 

The    details    are   obscure    of  the    way   in   which  the  Western 

that  the  vast  majority  even  of  these  had  accepted  the  Roman  Canon  of  undisputed 
books  in  the  second  half  of  the  third  centuiy.  But  the  agreement  went  no  further; 
for  from  the  fourth  century  they  would  take  no  more  instruction  from  Alexandria. 

1  For  the  rest,  Weiss  has  rightly  shown  (Einleitung  in  das  N.  T.,  p.  98)  that 
the  extent  to  which  the  Apocalypse  was  rejected,  has  been  somewhat  exaggerated. 
Extremely  noteworthy  is  the  view  of  Didymus  on  2  Peter  (Enarrat.  in  epp.  cathol.) : 
"Non  est  ignorandum  prcesentem  epistolam  esse  falsatam,  qux  licet  publicetur  non 
tamen  in  canone  est." 

-  In  the  Byzantine  Church  also  Apocalypses  continued  to  be  read,  aud  new 
ones  were  constantly  being  produced. 
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Church  obtained  the  Epistle  of  James,  second  Peter,  and  third 
John,  The  Epistle  to  the  Hebrews,  not  unknown  to  it  from 
the  first,  it  received  in  the  fourth  century  as  a  Pauline  com- 
position, from  the  East,  through  the  famous  intermediaries. 
Those  same  men  did  away  with  all  uncertainty  at  the  close  of 
the  fourth  century  on  the  ground  of  the  decisions  given  by 
Eusebius  and  Athanasius.  The  27  books,  i.e.,  the  Canon  of 
Athanasius,  were  alone  recognised  at  the  Synods  of  Hippo  and 
Carthage  (397),  and  this  result  was  confirmed  by  Augustine's 
authority  (see,  e.g.,  De  doctr.  christ.  II.  8)  without  any  general 
declaration  having  been  made.  '  Rut  the  sharper  the  line  drawn 
between  the  collection  and  all  other  writings,  the  more  suspi- 
cious must  those  have  appeared  whose  title  could  lead,  or  had 
once  admittedly  led,  to  a  claim  for  recognition  as  Catholic  and 
Apostolic.  The  category  of  "apocryphal"  in  which  they  had 
formerly  been  placed,  solely  in  order  to  mark  the  alleged  or 
real  absence  of  general  testimony  in  their  favour,  now  obtained 
more  and  more  an  additional  meaning ;  they  were  of  unknown 
origin,  or  'fabricated',  and  this  was  often  supplemented  by  the 
charge  of  being  'heretical'.  But  however  great  the  gulf  between 
the    canonical    and    uncanonical    books,  it  is  impossible  to  con- 

1  See  also  under  this  head  the  verdict,  freer  because  dependent  on  Theodore, 
which  Junilius  passed  on  the  Catholic  Epistles.  Critical  investigations  have  not  yet 
arrived  at  a  final  result  regarding  the  Decretum  Gelasii.  Augustine  himself  has  not 
failed,  besides,  to  notice  the  doubts  that  e.xisted  in  his  time;  see  Retractat.  II.  4,  2. 
In  his  De  pecc.  mer.  I.  27,  he  still  leaves  the  Ep.  to  the  Hebrews  unassigned.  In 
De  doctr.  christ.  II.  8,  he  writes :  "  In  canonicis  autem  scripturis  ecclesiarum  catho- 
licarum  quam  plurimum  auctoritatem  sequatur,  inter  quas  sane  illae  sint,  quae 
apostolicas  sedes  habere  et  epistolas  accipere  meruerunt."  Accordingly,  this  principle 
still  holds.  "Tenebit  igitur  hunc  moduni  in  scripturis  canonicis,  ut  eas  qux  al) 
omnibus  accipiuntur  ecclesiis  catholicis,  pn"eponat  eis  quas  qusedam  non  accipiunt ; 
in  iis  vero  quce  non  accipiuntur  ab  omnibus,  prceponat  eas,  quas  plures  gravioresque 
accipiunt  eis,  quas  paucioi-es  minorisque  auctoritatis  ecclesice  tenent.  Si  autem  alias 
invenerit  a  pluribus,  alias  a  gravioribus  haberi,  quamquam  hoc  facile  inveuiri  non 
possit,  cequalis  tamen  auctoritatis  eas  habendas  puto."  Since  the  older  copies  of 
the  Bible  continued  to  be  transcribed,  uniformity  had  not  been  secured.  It  is  true 
we  no  longer  possess  western  liibles  whose  contents  are  limited  to  the  earliest 
Roman  Canon— Gospels,  Acts,  13  Pauline  Ep.,  i  and  2  John,  i  Peter,  Jude,  Reve- 
lation— but  we  have  them  with  an  Ep.  to  the  Laodiceans,  the  Pastor  (though  in 
the  O.  T.),  and  even  with  tlie  apocryphal  correspondence  of  the  Corinthians  and 
Paul. 
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ceal  the  fact  that  the  Church  never  published  a  general  decision, 
excluding  all  doubt,  on  the  extent  of  the  Canon  in  ancient 
times.  The  Canon  of  Augustine  was  adopted  by  Pope  Innocent  I. 
(Ep.  6,  ch.  7,  ad  Exsuperium). 

With  the  complete  elaboration  of  the  conception  of  canonical 
books,  every  other  description  applied  to  them  gave  way  to 
the  idea  of  their  divinity.  ^  What  could  any  predicate  signify 
compared  with  the  conviction  that  they  had  been  composed 
by  the  Holy  Ghost  himself?  Therefore  the  categories  of  canon- 
ical and  inspired  writings  coincided,  nay,  inspiration  in  its 
highest  sense  was  limited  to  the  canonical  books.  The  belief 
in  inspiration  was  necessarily  attended  by  the  duty  of  pneu- 
matic or  allegorical  exegesis.  This  sacred  art  was  then  prac- 
tised by  all,  who  were  able  thus  to  disregard  the  results  of 
any  other  kind  of  exposition.  The  problems  which  pneumatic 
exegesis,  praised  even  by  cultured  Hellenists,  '  had  to  solve, 
were  mainly  the  following.  It  had  (i)  to  demonstrate  the  agree- 
ment between  the  two  Testaments,  in  other  words ;  to  christi- 
anise the  O.  T.  completely,  to  discover  prophecy  every- 
where, to  get  rid  of  the  literal  meaning  where  it  was  ob- 
noxious, and  to  repel  Jewish  claims ;  ^  (2)  to  harmonise  the 
statements  of  Holy  Scripture  with  the  prevailing  dogmatics ;  (3) 
to  furnish  every  text  with  a  profound  meaning,  one  valuable 
for  the  time.  Exegesis  became  a  kind  of  black  art,  and  Augus- 
tine was  not  the  only  man  who  was  delivered  from  Manichaean, 
by  Biblical,  Alchemy. 

But  while  these  tasks  were  generally  fixed,  a  sure  and  un- 
varying   method    was    still    wanting.  *     Even    the    principles    of 

•  The  conception  that  the  canonical  books  were  solemnly  set  apart,  occurs  first 
in  Athanasius;  the  Alexandrians,  however,  including  Origen,  had  the  idea  and 
even  the  word  before  him  (Orig.  Prolog,  in  Cantic).  Athanasius  writes  in  his 
Festival  Ep.  rk  Hxvovi^di^svx  kxi  TrxpxSoöevrx  Tria-TSvSsvTX  re  Öe7x  slvxi  ßißÄ/x. 

-  The  Neoplatonic  opponents  of  the  Church  were  not  quite  lionest,  they  were  rather 
talking  Sixäsktikmi;,  when  they  objected  to  the  allegorical  method  of  interpreting 
Holy  Scripture.  They  treated  their  own  sacred  writings  in  exactly  the  same  way. 

■•  Sozomen  says  (H.  E.  V.  22)  that  the  Jews  were  more  readily  seduced  to 
heathenism,  because  they  only  interpreted  Holy  Scripture  TPpo?  fJ^re'v,  and  not  Trpbt; 
öeupixv. 

*  Thus  Arians  and  Orthodox  sometimes  appealed  to  the  same  te.xts.  But  the 
impossibility    of   drawing    up    a    rule  deciding  how  far  the  letter  of  Scripture  was 
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Origen  were  not  strictly  retained.  '  On  the  other  hand,  the 
historical  antiquarian  interest,  which  he  had  awakened,  in  Holy 
Scripture,  continued  to  exert  its  influence.  It  not  only  lasted 
up  to  the  fifth  century,  '  but  it  also  exerted  a  critical  and  re- 
authoritative,  caused  more  anxiety.  Had  God  a  human  form,  eyes,  or  voice ;  was 
Paradise  situated  on  the  earth ;  did  the  dead  rise  with  all  their  bodily  members, 
even  with  their  hair,  etc' — to  all  these  and  a  hundred  similar  questions  there  was 
no  sure  answer,  and  consequently  disputes  arose  between  adherents  of  one  and 
the  same  confession.  All  had  to  allegorise,  and,  in  turn,  all  had  to  take  certain 
texts  literally.  But  what  a  difference  existed  between  an  Epiphanius  and  a  Gregory 
of  Nyssa,  and  how  many  shades  of  belief  there  were  between  the  crude  anthro- 
pomorphists  and  the  spiritualists !  The  latter,  as  a  rule,  had  reason  to  dread  the 
arguments,  and  frequently  the  fists,  of  the  former;  they  could  not  but  be  anxious  about 
their  own  orthodoxy,  for  the  old  regiila  was  on  the  side  of  their  opponents,  and 
the  most  absurd  opinion  had  the  prejudice  that  it  was  the  most  pious  in  its  favour. 
Ultimately,  in  the  course  of  the  fifth  century,  a  sort  of  common  sense  established 
itself,  which  could  be  taken  as  forming,  with  regard  to  the  anthropomorphists,  a 
middle  line  between  the  exegetic  methods  of  Chrysostom  and  Cyril  of  Alexandria, 
and  which  had  been  anticipated  by  a  few  Fathers  of  the  fourth  century.  Yet  not 
many  concessions  were  made  to  the  anthropomorphists.  Even  Antiochians  like 
Theodore  had  become  suspected  of  an  anthropomorphism  incompatible  with  the 
honour  of  God  (see  Johannes  Philoponus,  De  creat.  mundi,  I.  22.  in  Gallandi  XII., 
p.  496).  He  who  did  not  rise  from  the  turpitttdo  littera:  ad  decorem  inteHigentuc 
spiritalis  (Jerome  ad  Amos.  2)  might  come  under  suspicion  of  heresy.  But,  on  tlie 
other  hand,  the  Cappadocians  themselves  opposed  those  who  allegorised  "  too 
much",  and  thus  approximated  too  closely  to  heathen  philosophers;  and  after  a 
part  of  Origen's  expositions  had  passed  into  the  traditional  possessions  of  the 
Church,  the  rest  was  declared  heretical.  Even  before  this  Epiphanius  had  written 
(H.  61,  ch.  6):  Ux'JTX  rx  flfTa  Iv^iiurx  ola  x^Aiiyopixi  Ss7txi,  xKhx  ui  f%f',  'ex^'-> 
6£upix(;  Jg  Se7rxi  Kxt  xla-^a-SMi.  Origen's  thorough-going  principle  that  "  God  can 
say  and  do  nothing,  which  is  not  good  and  just",  by  which  he  criticised  and 
occasionally  set  aside  the  letter  of  Scripture,  was  too  bold  for  the  Epigoni  with 
their  faith  in  authority.  God  had  done  what  Scripture  said  of  him,  and  what  God 
did  was  good.  This  principle  not  only  ruined  all  lucid  science,  but  also  deprived 
the  Chuixh  of  the  intrinsic  completeness  of  her  creed.  Yet  we  must  not  minimise 
the  result  of  the  compromise  made  in  the  fourth  and  fifth  centuries,  between  the 
literal,  allegorical,  and  typical  methods  of  interpreting  Scripture;  for  it  has  held 
its  ground  up  to  the  present  day  in  a  way  really  identical  in  all  Churches,  and 
it  seems  to  possess  no  small  power  to  convince. 

1    For  Origen's  principles  see  Vol.  II.,  p.  346. 

'  Origen,  Eusebius,  and  Jerome  are  links  in  a  chain  of  scholarly  tradition  and 
work.  The  succession,  however,  marked  a  descent  not  only  in  point  of  time.  The 
attitude  of  Jerome  and  the  conflicts  in  which  he  was  involved  show  at  the  same 
time  that  the  age  no  longer  tolerated  independent  scholarship  in  historical  criticism. 
Therefore  it  ceased  after  Jerome;  such  work  was  confined  to  registering  anticjuarian 
notices,  even  doubtful  ones,  which  were  accepted  without  reflection,  since,  having 
entered  into  the  stock  of  tradition,  they  no  longer  roused  criticism. 
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strictive  influence  on  pneumatic  exegesis.  '  This  was  the  case 
among  the  scholars  of  Antioch.  Diodorus  and  Theodore  tried, 
following  the  precedent  set  by  Lucian  and  Dorotheas,  to  form 
an  inner  connection  between  the  pneumatic  and  the  grammatico- 
historical  exegesis.  It  cannot  be  held  that  this  gave  rise  to  a 
more  rational  method,  or  one  more  tenable  from  the  critical 
standpoint.  Yet  in  detail  they  followed  sound  principles.  These 
again  had  been  already  pared  down  by  Chrysostom  and  Theo- 
doret  in  favour  of  the  dominant  method,  but  they  lasted  in  the 
Nestorian  Church  and  its  schools  as  long  as  science  existed 
there  at  all,  and  their  influence  extended  into  the  West  through 
Junilius. ' 

1  Besides,  when  driven  by  necessity,  /.e.,  when  brought  face  to  face  with  in- 
convenient passages  of  Scripture,  a  way  was  found  out  of  the  difficulty  in  the 
demand  that  the  historical  occasion  of  the  text  must  be  carefully  weighed.  Thus 
Athanasius  writes  (Orat.  c.  Arian.  I.  54),  when  setting  himself  to  refute  the  Scrip- 
tural proofs  of  the  Arians,  and  finding  that  he  is  in  considerable  straits:  d'e7  Ss, 
uit;  sTTi  TTxa-i^i;  xij?  &etxi;  ypx^vj^  Trpoa-viKSt  ttoibiv  kxI  ccvxyy.xiov  e<j-Ttv,  oVrw  kxi 
svrxvSx,    Kcei'    "bv  siTrev  6  xttoo-to^^oi;  >cy.:pbv  y.xi  rb  Tpoa-aiTrov  y.xl  ro  Trpxyizx,  SioTTip 

SypX^S,     TTtlTTM^    £XÄXlJ.ßxV£lV,    'I'vX    [J.i)    TTXpX    TXVTX    >J     XXt  TTXp"  STSpOV  Tt  TOVTWV  XyVOCOV 

0  xvxyiyvua-Kcov  s^w  r^t;  x^yjoivi^t;  Sixvoix(;  yivviTxt.  The  same  contention  was  often 
upheld  in  earlier  times  by  TertuUian  when  driven  into  a  corner  by  the  exegesis  of 
the  Marcionites  (see  De  pi-sescr.  adv.  Marc.  II. — V.).  The  exegetical  "principle  "  of 
the  Fathers  gradually  became  the  complexus  oppositoriim ;  i.e.^  when  the  literal 
meaning  was  disturbing,  then  it  was,  in  the  words  of  Gregory  of  Nazianzus,  (Orat. 
XXXI.  3):  'hSvfzx  rv\i;  xa-eßsixc;  ea-rtv  vj  cpiÄix  tov  ypxiJ.iJ.XTO(^'.  or  men  spoke  of  the 
turpitudo  littera^  the  Jewish  understanding  of  Scripture,  the  necessity  of  considering 
historical  circumstances  or  the  like.  But  if  "advanced"  theologians  produced  suspected 
allegorical  explanations,  then  the  cry  was  raised  uc,  'ix^h  '^X^'i  Holy  Scripture  is 
not  to  be  understood  according  to  Plato,  etc. 

-  The  distinction  between  Alexandrian — Origenistic — and  Antiochene  exegesis 
does  not  consist  in  the  representatives  of  the  latter  having  rejected  wholesale  the 
spiritual  meaning.  They  rather  recognised  it,  but  they  tried  to  determine  it  typi- 
cally from  the  literal  meaning.  While  tlie  Alexandrians  avowedly  set  aside  the 
literal  meaning  in  many  passages,  and  attached  the  pneumatic  sense  to  texts  by 
some  sort  of  device,  the  Antiochenes  started  from  the  literal  meaning,  seeking  to 
discover  it  by  all  the  means  of  a  sound  exegesis,  and  then  showed  that  the  nar- 
rative concerned  was  a  a-y.tx  tüv  {j.iK\6vri>iv^  a  type  created  by  God,  which  had 
been  fulfilled  by  Jesus  Christ.  They  set  up  definite  rules  for  the  discovery  of  the 
literal  meaning  as  well  as  for  that  of  the  typical  and  allegorical  sense  (ä£wp/«,  not 
xhK\^yop'ix)^  which  lay  not  in  the  words,  but  the  realities,  persons,  and  events  de- 
signated by  the  words.  The  rules  are  strikingly  like  those  of  the  Federal  theolo- 
gians— Cocceius — and  the  school  of  Hofmann;  the  method  of  the  author  of  the 
Hebrews    furnished    their    model.     This   procedure   had   various  results.     First,  the 
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The  West  received  through  Hilary,  Ambrose,  Jerome,  and 
Rufinus,  the  erudite  pneumatic  method  of  the  Greeks,  as  prac- 
tised especially  by  the  Cappadocians.  Before  this,  and  for  a 
few    decades   afterwards,    the  exegesis  of  the  West  was    mainly 

method  of  Philo  and  Ori^en  followed  by  the  Alexandrians  was  strenuously  opposed 
both  in  independent  treatises,  and  in  connection  with  exegesis.  Secondly,  an  effort 
was  made  to  give  the  literal  meaning  in  all  cases  its  due;  thus  Diodorus  says  in 
the  Catena  of  Nicephorus  (Leipz.  1 772,  I.  p.  524) :  tov  x^^i^yopiKov  to  la-ropiKOv 
-TT/iSla-TOv  Ö<rov  7rpOTiiJ.uiiJ.sv.  Thirdly,  a  real  covenant  was  accordingly  recogniseil 
between  God  and  the  Jewish  people,  and  that  nation  was  accorded  its  significant 
place  in  the  history  of  salvation:  the  "history  of  salvation"  which  thus  originated 
differed  essentially  from  that  of  Irennsus  (see  Vol.  II.,  p.  305).  Fourthly  and  finally, 
the  number  of  directly  Messianic  passages  in  the  O.  T.  became  extraordinarily 
limited;  while,  according  to  pneumatic  exegesis,  everything  in  the  O.  T.  was  in  a 
sense  directly  Messianic,  /.^ ,  Christian,  the  Antiochenes  only  retained  a  few  such 
passages.  The  horizon  of  O.  T.  authors  was  more  correctly  defined.  Theodore 
decidedly  disputed  the  presence  of  anything  in  the  O.  T.  about  the  Son  of  God 
or  the  Trinity.  Further,  the  Antiochenes  distinguished  grades  of  inspiration,  namely, 
the  spirit  of  prophecy,  and  that  of  wisdom,  and  they  placed  the  former  far  above 
the  latter.  Although  the  advance  of  this  exegesis  on  the  Alexandrian  is  obvious, 
yet  it  is  seriously  defective  in  completeness  and  consistency  in  method.  First,  the 
Antiochenes,  in  spite  of  their  polemic  against  the  older  expositors — Hippolytus,  Origen, 
Eusebius,  ApoUinaris,  Didymus,  and  Jerome— could  not  altogether  divest  them- 
selves of  the  old  principle  of  the  authoritative  interpretation  of  Scripture;  "they 
regarded  the  old  traditional  doctrine,  the  exposition  given  by  the  Fathers,  and  tlie 
definitions  of  Synods,  as  the  standard  and  touch-stone  of  agreement  with  the  creed 
of  the  Church,  and  they  made  of  this  rule  what  use  they  pleased";  from  this  source 
their  attitude  became  somewhat  uncertam.  Secondly,  they  only  rarely  succeeded  in 
criticising  the  literal  meaning  historically;  where  they  did,  they  employed  rational- 
istic interpretations,  and  accordingly  their  procedure  approximated  to  Origen's 
speculative  exegesis,  yet  without  following  any  fixed  principle.  Thirdly,  their  typolo- 
gical exegesis  also  often  bordered  very  closely  on  the  allegorical,  and  since  they  assumed 
a  double  sense  in  Scripture,  they  did  not  remove,  but  only  disguised,  the  fundamental 
error  of  current  exegesis.  Fourthly,  they  could  not  make  clear  the  difference  between  the 
O.  T.  and  the  N.  T.,  because,  in  spite  of  their  assumption  of  different  degrees  of 
inspiration,  they  placed  the  O.  T,  prophets  on  a  level  with  the  Apostles;  see 
Theodore,  Comment,  on  Neh.  I.  in  Migne,  T.  LXVL,  p.  402:  Tjj?  ccvrij^Tov  ay/ov 
TTVivjixrog  ;^«/)<to?  o7  t£  irä.Ka.i  \J.iTi1xov  y.xi  01  tm  tvii;  kocivv\c;  Siadi^xyii;  v7ryip£rovij.svoi 
Izva-T^jpioi.  Finally,  by  assuming  directly  Messianic  passages  in  the  (>.  T.  they  gave 
up  their  own  position,  and  placed  themselves  at  the  mercy  of  their  opponents. 

See  later  for  the  history  of  tlie  school  of  Antioch,  especially  its  relation  to 
Aristotle.  Diestel,  Gesch.  des  A.  T.  in  der  christl.  Kirche,  p.  126  ff.  Fritzsche,  de 
Theod.  Mops,  vita  et  scriptis,  Ilalae,  1836.  Above  all,  the  works  of  Kihn,  Die 
Bedeutung  der  Antioch.  Schule  a.  d.  exeget.  Gebiete  (1866),  and  Theodor  von 
Mopsuestia  und  Junilius  als  Exegeten  (1880),  where  the  older  literature  is  given. 
Swete,  Theodori  ep.  Mops,  in  epp.  Pauli  Comment.  Cambridge,  1880,  1881. 
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characterised  by  absence  of  system ;  along  with  reverence  for 
the  letter  we  find  all  sorts  of  allegorical  explanations,  and  in 
turn  a  predilection  for  a  dramatic  close  to  earthly  history. 
Jerome  was  far  from  having  fixed  exegetic  principles,  since  he 
allegorised  against  his  better  knowledge  wherever  the  orthodox 
confession  required  it.  In  his  time  Tychonius,  a  Donatist,  drew 
up  for  the  interpretation  of  Holy  Scripture  seven  rules  which 
were  to  remove  all  difficulties  (Augustine,  De  doctr.  christ.  III. 
30  sq.).  '  These  were  adopted  by  Augustine  in  his  work  '  On 
Christian  Science',  which,  subject  as  it  is  to  the  errors  of  the 
age,  is  a  glorious  memorial  of  the  great  Bishop's  love  of  truth, 
and  evangelical  feeling.  Of  evangelical  feeling,  in  so  far  as 
Augustine,  in  opposition  to  all  biblicism,  declared  the  study  of 
Holy  Scripture  to  be  merely  the  path  towards  love ;  he  who 
possessed  love,  no  longer  needed  the  Scripture,  he  lived  with 
Christ  and  God ;  accordingly  he  had  ceased  to  require  separate 
'saving  truths',  for  he  lived  in  truth  and  love." 


1  These  rules  are  of  material  importance  (for  theology).  The  first  treats  of  the 
Lord  and  his  body:  ?.^.,  we  must  and  may  apply  the  truth  concerning  the  Lord 
to  the  Church,  and  7'ice  versa^  since  they  form  one  person  •  only  in  this  way  do 
we  frequently  get  a  correct  sense.  The  second  deals  with  the  bi-partite  body  of 
the  Lord:  we  must  carefully  consider  whether  the  true  or  the  empirical  Church  is 
meant.  The  third  takes  up  the  promises  and  the  law,  i.e.^  the  spirit  and  letter; 
the  fourth  treats  of  genus  and  species:  we  must  observe  the  e.xtent  to  which  texts 
apply;  the  fifth,  of  the  dates:  we  must  harmonise  contradictory  dates  by  a  fixed 
method,  and  understand  certain  stereotyped  numbers  as  symbolical.  The  sixth 
discusses  repetiiion  :  i.e.^  we  have  frequently  to  refrain  from  assuming  a  chronolo- 
gical order,  where  such  an  order  appears  to  exist,  and  the  seventh  deals  with  the 
devil  and  his  body,  i.e.^  the  devil  and  the  godless,  many  things  referring  to  the 
latter  which  are  said  of  the  devil  and  vice  versa— see  the  first  rule. 

-  The  thought  wavers  between  that  of  Origen,  who  also  elevates  himself  above 
the  historical  Christ,  and  the  genuinely  evangelical  idea  that  the  Christian  must 
stop  short  at  "means  of  salvation";  see  De  doctr.  I.  34:  "Nulla  res  in  via  (ad 
deum)  tenere  nos  debet,  quando  nee  ipse  dominus,  in  quantum  via  nostra  esse 
dignatus  est,  tenere  nos  voluerit,  sed  transire  ;  ne  rebus  temporalibus,  quamvis  ab 
illo  pro  salute  nostra  susceptis  et  gestis,  liKreamus  infirmiter,  sed  per  eas  potius 
curramus  alacriter  etc."  Li  ch.  35  love  is  held  up  as  the  exclusive  goal:  ch.  2>^ 
teaches  that  no  one  has  understood  Scripture  who  has  not  been  led  by  it  to  love 
God  and  his  neighbour;  but  if  he  has  been  led  to  this  love,  then  he  loses  nothing 
by  failing  to  hit  on  the  correct  sense  of  detached  texts:  in  that  case  he  is  deceived, 
but  without  guilt:  '•  Quisquis  in  scripturis  (I.  37)  aliud  sentit  quam  ille  qui  scripsit, 
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But  this  thought  of  the  book  does  not  give  its  prevaiHng 
colour;  this  is  furnished,  on  the  contrary,  by  the  other  ideas 
that  Scripture  is  the  only  way  by  which  to  come  to  God  and 
Christ,  that  it  is  to  be  interpreted  by  the  rule  of  faith,  that 
obscure  passages  are  to  be  explained  by  clear  ones,  and  that 
the  literal  meaning,  where  offensive,  must  yield  to  the  deeper 
sense.  The  numerous  hermeneutic  rules  set  up  by  Augustine,  ^ 
which  are  so  many  expedients  and  very  like  Origen's  methodic 
principles,  determined  the  nature  of  exegesis  in  later  periods  in  the 
West.  In  connection  with  whatever  else  was  derived  from  the  East, 
the  view  that  there  was  a  triple  and  fourfold  meaning  in  Scripture 
became    a  fixed    doctrine.  "     The    little    book  by  Junilius  which 

illis  non  mentientibus  fallilur;  sed  tamen,  lit  dicere  coeperam.  si  ea  senteutia  falli- 
tur,  qua  oedificet  caritatem,  qute  finis  praecepti  est,  ita  fallitur  ac  si  quisquam  errore 
deserens  viam,  eo  tamen  per  agruin  pergat,  quo  etiam  via  ilia  perducit."  Augustine 
says  indeed  (I.e.):  "  titubabit  fides,  si  divinarum  scripturarum  vacillat  auctoritas," 
but,  on  the  other  hand  (I.  39) :  "  Homo,  fide,  spe  et  caritate  subnixus  eaque  incon- 
cusse  retinens,  7ion  indiget  scripttiris  nisi  ad  alios  insti-iicttdos.  Itaque  multi  per 
hsec  tria  etiam  in  solitudine  sine  codicibus  vivunt . .  .  Quibus  tamen  quasi  machinis 
tanta  fidei,  spei  et  caritatis  in  eis  surrexit  instructio,  ut  perfectum  aliquid  tenentes, 
ea  quK  sunt  ex  parte  non  qussrant;  perfectum  sane,  quantum  in  hac  vita  potest." 
This  forcible  way  of  assigning  a  practical  purpose  to  the  reading  of  .Scripture  and 
the  understanding  at  the  root  of  it,  viz.,  that  it  was  the  zuhole  that  was  of  im- 
portance, is  the  opposite  of  the  conception  that  Scripture  embraces  innumerable 
mysteries;  but  an  affinity  exists  far  down  between  them,  inasmuch  as  Augustine 
seems  to  reserve  to  the  monks  the  state  in  which  Scripture  is  not  required,  and 
he  borders  on  the  belief  of  Origen  (I.  34)  that  the  Christ  of  history  belongs  to 
the  past  for  him  who  lives  in  love.  The  whole  conception  is  first  found,  besides, 
in  the  description  by  the  Valentinian  school  of  the  perfect  Gnostic ;  see  Excerpta 
ex  Theodoto,  ch.  27:  toi?  ^e  'en  ypx^vji;  xcct  (j.x'iv\(TScaq  axr6(i^MiJ.x  t^  4^t^XV  ^'^^'^^ 
r^  xxSxpct  ysvsi/.sv^,  ottov  kxi  tzhovrxi  Trpöa-coTrov  Trpo?  Trpöa-aiTrov  ©fov  opxv  ;  besides 
Augustine  expressly  argued  against  those  who  supposed  they  could  dispense  with 
Scripture  from  the  start,  and  appealed  to  an  inner  revelation  (see  the  Proefat.  to 
De  doctr.  christ.).  He  puts  it  beyond  doubt  that  he  who  uses  Scripture  must  bow 
to  its  authority  even  where  he  does  not  understand  it. 

1  See  the  second  and  especially  the  third  book  of  the  work  quoted.  The  second 
contains  a  short  and  precise  review  of  all  branches  of  knowledge  which  are 
collectively  perceived  to  spring  from  heathenism,  and  it  states  which  may  and  must  be 
used  by  the  Christian,  and  to  what  extent.  The  third  book  contains  the  hermeneutics 
proper. 

-  See  Eucherius  of  Lyons,  liber  formularum  spiritalis  intelligenticX  ad  Veranium 
filium,  in  Migne,  Ser.  lat.  T.  50,  p.  727.  In  later  times  the  mnemonic  formula  was 
composed:  Littera  gesta  docet,  quid  credas  allegoria^ 

Aloralis  quid  agas,  quo  tendas  anagogia. 
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contained  the  Antiochene  system  of  hermeneutics  as  handed 
down  at  Nisibis,  although  much  read,  made  few  changes.  But 
it  was  exceedingly  significant  that  Augustine,  in  spite  of  his 
view  that  it  was  only  a  means,  had  placed  the  Bible  on  such 
a  pinnacle  that  all  theologians  who  afterwards  took  their  stand 
upon  it  alone  as  against  tradition,  were  able  to  appeal  to  him. 
As  a  matter  of  fact  Scripture  held  quite  a  different  place  in  the 
Church  life  of  the  West  from  that  in  the  East :  it  came  more 
into  the  foreground.  That  also  is  to  be  explained,  above  all, 
by  the  influence  of  Augustine,  '  and  the  deficiency  of  the 
West  in  speculative  ability. ' 

As  the  Church  had  never  published  a  general  decree,  ex- 
clusive of  all  doubt,  on  the  extent  of  Scripture,  it  had  also 
failed  to  publish  one  concerning  its  characteristics.  Freedom 
from  error  was  generally  deduced  from  inspiration,  and  it  was, 
as  a  rule,  referred  to  the  very  words.  But  on  the  other  hand, 
an  attempt  was  made  here  and  there  to  leave  room  for  the 
individuality  and  historical  limitation  of  the  authors ;  minor  in- 
consistencies were  not  wholly  denied  (see  even  Aug.,  De  con- 
sensu evang.) ;  and  exegesis  was  often  practised  as  if  the  strict 
dogma  of  inspiration  did  not  exist.  ^     A  clear  idea  of  the  sufifi- 

1  The  work  "  On  Christian  Science "  points  to  Scripture  as  its  sole  object,  and 
does  not  discuss  tradition  at  all.  However,  the  latter  receives  its  due  inasmuch  as 
Augustine  regards  the  propositions  of  the  rule  of  faith — based  on  the  Symbol — as 
the  matters^  which  constituted  the  essential  contents  of  Scripture.  In  this  definition 
we  find  the  reason  why  dogmatics  never  ceased  to  waver  between  Scripture  and 
the  rule  of  faith.  Yet  we  know  that  Augustine  was  by  no  means  the  first  to  hold 
this  view.  Even  the  writer  of  the  Muratorian  fragment  and  Irenasus  knew  no  better. 

2  Origen  taught  that  Christian  science  was  the  science  of  Scripture;  Augustine 
stands  upon  his  shoulders.  But  afterwards,  in  the  East,  the  interest  in  dogmatic 
formulas  became  uppermost,  while  in  the  \Vest,  the  Bible  remained  pre-eminently 
the  direct  source  of  knowledge  of  the  faith. 

•*  Even  the  men  of  Antioch,  by  whom,  Chrysostom  not  excepted,  human  elements 
were  aknowledged  to  exist  in  the  Bible,  maintained  the  inspiration  of  other  passages 
quoad  litterani^  just  like  Origen  and  the  Cappadocians.  Augustine  accepted  this 
freedom  from  error  in  its  strictest  sense;  see  Ep.  82.  3  (ad  Hieron.):  '-Ego  fateor 
caritali  tuje,  solis  eis  scriptuarum  libris,  qui  iam  canonici  appellantur,  didici  hunc 
timorem  honoremque  deferre,  ut  nullum  eorum  auctorem  scribendo  aliquid  errasse 
firmissime  credam.  Ac  si  aliquid  in  eis  offendero  litteris,  quod  videatur  contrarium 
veritati,  nihil  aliud  quam  vel  mendosum  esse  codicem,  vel  interpretem  non  assecu- 
tum  esse  quod  dictum  est,  vel  me  minime  intelle.xisse  non  ambigam."  In  his 
work    De    consensu    evang. ^    which    is  particularly  instructive  as  regards  his  whole 
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ciency  of  Scripture  was  certainly  not  reached ;  it  was  maintained 
in  general  phrases,  and  was  violated  in  generalities  and  in  details.  ' 
Finally,  as  regards  the  relation  of  the  two  Testaments  to  each 
other,  three  views  existed  side  by  side.  The  Old  Testament 
was  a  Christian  book  as  well  as  the  New :  it  was  throughout 
the  record  of  prophecy :  it  contained  the  true  creed  under  cer- 
tain limitations  and  imperfections,  and  led  and  still  leads  educa- 
tionally to  Christ.  These  points  of  view  were  adopted  alter- 
nately as  the  occasion  required.  It  was  recognised  that  the 
Jewish  nation  had  possessed  a  covenant  with  God,  yet  the 
consequences  of  this  were  far  from  being  admitted.  The  same 
method  of  employing  the  Bible  was  still  upheld  in  apologetic 
arguments  as  was  followed  by  the  Apologists  of  the  second 
century. "  For  the  rest,  even  Cyril  of  Alexandria  still  brought 
"heathen  prophecy"  to  bear  in  this  matter,  while  in  other  re- 
spects— speaking  generally — the  assumption  of  heathen  'prophets' 
and  inspired  philosophers  excited  suspicion. 

attitude  to  Holy  Writ,  he  declares  that  the  Apostles'  writings  make  up  sufficiently 
for  the  absence  of  any  by  our  Lord ;  for  the  Apostles  were  the  Lord's  hands,  and 
had  written  what  he  commanded.  It  is  extremely  surprising  that  this  being  the 
view  taken  of  the  Bible — and  even  the  translation  of  the  LXX.  was  held  to  be 
inspked — yet  no  one  ever  ex  professo  reflected  on  how  the  Canon  was  formed. 
No  miracle  was  assumed.  Even  Augustine  quite  naively  stated,  sancti  et  docti 
homines  had  formed  the  N.  T.  (c.  Faustum  XXII.  79).  Here  the  authority  of  the 
Church  comes  in. 

1  The  early  Catholic  Fathers  had  already  maintained  the  sufficiency  of  Holy 
Scripture,  as  well  as  the  necessity  of  proving  everything  out  of  it;  see  for  the 
latter  point  Orig.  in  Jerem.,  Hom.  I.  c.  7  (Lom.m.  XV.  p.  115):  Mccprvpx^  Je7  ^xße7v 
rasi;  'yptx(pxi;.  ''AiJixprvpoi  yxp  xl  sTnßo^^xi  yiiu,üiv  xxt  xt  styiy^a'Sii;  xTciaToi  i]<Ttv.  Cyril 
of  Jerusalem  has  expressed  himself  similarly  (Cat.  4,  17:  As?  yxp  Trspt  tüv  öeiwj 
Kxi  xyiwv  Tvic,  TTttTTSuc;  (zviTTyipiciiv  i-iiiSe  TO  rvxbv  xvev  twv  öe/uv  TrxpxSISoiröxi  ypx- 
cpciiv  KXt  fiij  xv/^ciit;  TTtixvoTyiiTt  HXi  ^oyciiv  xxTxa-ytevxlg  7rxpx<pspsa'öxt.  MifJe  f//o; 
Tw  TxvTcc  (701  Xsyovri,  xTThMt;  7ri<7T£v<7!^i;-  ixv  Ti^v  XTToSst^iv  TÜV  y.xT xyye^^oiisvuv 
XTTO  TMv  Qsiuv  /jiij  ^xßYi<;  ypxipäv  'H  auin^plx  yxp  x'6r\j  ry,!;  t/o-tsw?  iniuv  oi/a  it 
svpea-iÄoy/xg,  xÄÄx  Vi,  xTroSsi'isüjQ  tüv  ösioov  itrrl  ypx^äv);  cf.  Athanasius  (Orat.  adv. 
gentes  init. :  Avrxpxet^  fziv  sia-iv  xi  xytxi  xxt  Ösöttvsvo-toi  ypx<pxt  yrpbi;  ryjv  tviz 
xX^hixi;  xxxyysKixv).  So  also  the  Antiochenes,  moreover  Augustine  De  doctr.  II.  9  : 
"In  iis  quoe  aperte  in  scriptura  posita  sunt,  inveniuntur  illa  omnia,  quae  continent 
fidem  moresque  vivendi,  spem  scilicet  et  caritatem."  Vincent ,  Commonit.  2. 

"  All  the  more  did  the  use  made  of  the  O.  T.  for  the  constitution  of  the  Church 
differ  from  the  apologetic  view.  Very  many  of  the  regulations  of  the  O.  T. 
ceremonial  law  came  once  more  to  be  highly  valued  by  the  Church,  not  as  spir- 
itually understood,  but  as  directly  applied  to  ecclesiastical  institutions  of  every  sort. 
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2.    Tradition. 

The  authority  of  Holy  Scripture  frequently  appears  in  the 
Fathers  as  something  wholly  abstract  and  despotic.  It  con- 
tained, in  fact,  a  latent  tendency  to  assert  its  independence  of  the 
conditions  out  of  which  it  had  arisen.  But  the  revolution  which 
was  characterised  by  the  isolation  of  the  Bible,  its  deliverance 
from  the  authority  of  ecclesiastical  tradition,  and  the  annihilation 
of  the  latter,  only  took  place  in  the  sixteenth  century,  and  even 
then  it  was,  we  know,  not  completely  successful.  In  ecclesias- 
tical antiquity,  on  the  contrary,  the  bond  was  by  no  means  sever- 
ed which  connected  Scripture  with  the  maternal  organism  of 
the  Church.  The  Church,  its  doctrine,  institutions,  and  consti- 
tution, were  held,  in  and  by  themselves,  to  constitute  the  source 
of  knowledge  and  the  authoritative  guarantee  of  truth.  As  the 
holy.  Apostolic,  and  Catholic  institution,  it  possessed  nothing 
whatever  untrue  or  capable  of  amendment  either  in  its  found- 
ations or  its  development.  Everything  in  it,  rather,  was  apo- 
stolic, and  the  guidance  of  the  Church  by  the  Holy  Ghost 
had  preserved  this  apostolic  fabric  from  any  change.  This 
thought  was  necessarily  emphasised  more  and  more  strongly  in 
consequence  of  the  development  undergone  by  Church  affairs 
in  the  fourth  and  following  centuries.  Since  at  the  same  time, 
however,  the  independent  authority  and  the  sufficiency  of  the 
Bible  were  also  emphasised,  there  arose  difficulties,  in  part  even 
manifest  inconsistencies,  which  were  never  removed.  ^  But  they 
were  not  clearly  felt,  because  men  always  possessed  the  power, 
when  confronted  by  inconvenient  monitors,  to  carry  through 
ultimately,  whether  in  the  form  of  dogma,  or  in  that  of  order, 
whatever  was  required.  In  face  of  traditions  become  obsolete 
an  appeal  was  made  to  other  traditions,  or  to  the  Bible ;  where 
written  testimony  was  uncertain  or  awanting,  recourse  was  had 
to   tradition ;    i.e.,    that  was  declared  to  be  tradition  which  was 

^  The  Orientals,  especially  the  Antiochenes,  but  Cyril  of  Jerus.  also,  adhered 
more  exclusively  to  Scripture;  the  Alexandrians,  and  even  the  Cappadocians  relied 
more  strongly  on  tradition.  Yet  the  differences  are  only  in  degree.  At  any  rate, 
the  difference  comes  out  more  strongly  on  a  comparison  of  Theodoret  and  Cyril 
of  Alexandria. 
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not  to  be  justified  under  another  title.  Hence  it  is  already  clear 
that  tradition  never  was  and  never  could  be  systematised  and 
catalogued,  that  an  authentic  declaration  never  was  and  never 
could  be  published  as  to  its  extent  and  scope.  There  was  no 
single  deliverance  on  the  application  of  tradition,  which  would 
not,  if  consistently  carried  out,  have  thrown  the  Church  into 
confusion.  If  Augustine  therefore  (De  bapt.  c.  Donat.  II.  3,  4) 
declared — certainly  against  his  better  knowledge — that '  canonical 
Scripture  was  contained  within  fixed  limits  of  its  own'  (scriptura 
canonica  certis  suis  terminis  continetur),  yet  it  never  occurred 
to  him  or  any  one  else  to  maintain  as  much  about  tradition. 
The  latter  was  in  antiquity  a  wholly  elastic  category,  as  we  see 
when  we  look  at  its  use  in  individual  cases ;  in  suimna  it  was, 
however,  an  extremely  rigid  and  clear  notion:  meaning  simply 
that  the  Church  was  determined,  in  spite  of  all  changes,  to 
regard  itself  as  the  unchangeable  creation  of  the  Apostles.  It 
derived  its  claim  to  this  view  partly  from  the  divine  promises, 
partly  from  the  organisation  instituted  for  it,  yet  without  alleg- 
ing confidently  any  empirical  factor  within  the  Church  which 
should  be  the  bearer  of  its  infallibility,  '  The  most  important 
consequences  of  this  view  held  by  the  Church  regarding  itself 
have  been  already  stated  in  the  second  volume;  but  others 
came  to  be  added  in  the  post-Constantinian  period. 

A.  The  creed  of  the  Church  was  always  held  to  be  the 
most  important  part  of  its  tradition.  The  anti-gnostic  formulas 
which  the  creed  had  preserved  passed  over  in  the  East,  along 
with  theorems,  half  biblical  half  speculative,  and  here  and  there 
with  purely  philosophical  or  polemical  discussions,  into  the 
Symbols. "     These    Symbols,    which    had    been  adopted  for  use 

•  Renter's  excellent  explanation  of  Augustine's  position  (Ztschrft.  für  K.-Oesch., 
"Vol.  VIII.,  pp.  181  f.,  186  f.)  was  then  true  of  very  wide  circles:  " The  Episcopate 
and  the  Roman  sedes  apostolica^  the  whole  relatively  coordinated  secies  apostolicci:^ 
the  relative  and  the  absolute  plenary  councils  were  held  to  be  representations  of 
the  (infallible)  Church;  but  not  one  of  these  factors,  not  all  of  them  combined, 
formed  the  (infallible)  representation  of  the  (infallible)  Church.  The  latter  possessed 
no  indubitably  sure  institution  or  organs  indubitably  representative  of  it."  The 
decrees  of  councils  wei-e  only  placed  on  a  complete  equality  with  Scripture  in  the 
East,  after  councils  had  ceased  to  be  held,  and  when  the  latter  therefore  were 
seen,  like  Scripture,  in  a  nimbus  of  hoary  antiquity. 

■    See  "Vol.  II.,  p.  20  f.  and  III.,  pp.  48  ff.,   in   ff. 
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in  the  Church,  were  regarded  as  apostolic  testimonies.  Their 
phrasing  was  not  considered  in  the  East  to  be  due  to  the 
Apostles,  but  the  honour  paid  them  was  justified  from  the 
Apostles'  preaching.'  These .  Symbols  of  the  provincial  Churches 
were  supplanted  in  the  period  between  the  first  and  third  (fourth) 
CEcumenical  Councils  by  the  Nicene,  or  soon  thereafter  by  the 
so-called  Constantinopolitan  Symbol.  ^  This  confession  ^  had 
already  been  held  at  Chalcedon  to  be  tJie  creed  pure  and  simple, 
and  it  never  lost  this  place  of  honour.  If  it  had  already  been 
constantly  assumed  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  was  the 
theme,  or  the  matter,  constituting  the  real  contents  of  Scripture, 
then  this  assumption  was  now  definitely  transferred  to  the 
Nicene  or  the  Constantinopolitan  Symbol.  All  subsequent 
dogmatic  conclusions  were  accordingly  regarded  solely  as  ex- 
planations of  this  Symbol,  ^  which  was  not  maintained,  how- 
ever, to  be  of  Apostolic  origin — in  its  language.  Tradition,  in 
the  strictest  sense  of  the  term,  consisted  in  the  contents  of  the 
Symbol  for  the  time  being.  Cyril  says  of  this  (Cat.  V,  12): 
'  In  these  few  paragraphs  the  whole  dogma  of  the  faith  (is) 
comprised'    (tv    oyJr/oiq    roi:    (rrlxsi-    rb    'ttx'j    loyij.x    rijg    Tri^Tsccg 

1  The  Symbol  of  Gregory  Tliaumaturgus  was  derived  from  a  special  revelation; 
see  Vol.  III.,  p.   115. 

•  There  were  two  symbol-constructing  periods  in  the  East  before  a  universal 
Confession  was  framed.  The  former  of  these  embraced  A.D.  250 — ^325,  the  second, 
A.D.  325  up  to  the  beginning  or  the  middle  of  the  fifth  century.  In  the  latter 
period  tlie  attempt  was  made  either  to  transform  the  Nicene  Creed  into  a  baptismal 
Confession,  or  to  displace  it  by  parallel  formulas;  sometimes  the  leading  words  of 
the  Nicene  Symbol  were  inserted  in  those  of  the  provincial  Churches.  See  on  the 
history  of  this,  the  part  played  by  the  Bishops  of  Asia  Minor  in  these  develop- 
ments, and  the  history  of  the  so-called  Constantinop.  Symbol,  my  art.  "  Konstantinop. 
Symbol"  in  Herzog's  R.-E.  2,  Vol.  VIII.;  Caspari's  works,  Hort's  investigations, 
Two  Dissertations,  Cambridge,  1876,  and  Kattenbusch,  Confessionskunde  I.,  p.  252  ff. 

^  It  was  originally  the  Baptismal  Confession  of  the  Church  of  Jerusalem,  revised 
soon  after  the  middle  of  the  fourth  century,  and  furnished  with  a  regula  fidei 
concerning  the  Holy  Spirit;  it  came  thus  to  be  honoux-ed  first  through  the  authority 
of  Epiphanius,  and  then  through  the  energy  of  the  Bishop  of  Constantinople,  which 
also  led  to  its  supplanting  the  Nicene  Symbol. 

■*  Monophysites  and  orthodox  believers  always  professed  to  be  able  to  read  their 
Cliristological  formulas  word  for  word  in  the  Symbol.  Tiie  Greek  Church  maintains 
to  the  present  day  that  the  Nicene-Constautinopolitau  Symbol  contains  everytliing 
we  require  to  believe. 

14 
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TrepiKxizßoiviy.svo]/).  As  the  Church  had  obtained  in  the  Nicene 
Creed  a  complete  and  uniform  Symbol,  the  view  was  transfer- 
red to  it.  There  were  two  sides  meanwhile  to  the  relations  of 
Scripture  and  Symbol.  You  might  not  believe  the  contents  of 
the  Symbol  unless  you  could  convince  yourself  of  their  truth 
from  Scripture ;  '  but  on  the  other  hand,  your  interpretation  of 
Scripture  had  to  be  regulated  by  the  creed  laid  down  in  the 
Symbol.  -  In  the  West  a  unique  dignity  was  retained  by  the 
old  Roman  Symbol  (or  its  parallel  forms  in  the  provincial 
Churches)  which  was  regarded  as  being  composed  of  twelve 
articles.  From  the  fourth  century  at  least  it  was  held  to  be 
the  Apostolic  Creed  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  term.  ^  Its  brevity 
and  simplicity  long  preserved  the  Roman  Church  from  extrav- 
agant theological  speculations,  but  they  could  not  barricade  it 
against  the  theological  development  of  the  East.  An  industri- 
ous attempt  was  made,  or  at  least  professed,  to  derive  the 
decision  of  dogmatic  questions,  as  they  emerged,  from  this 
Apostolic  Symbol,  and  to  rest  upon  it  the  whole  of  the  ever 
increasing  material  of  dogmatics.  *    It  was  only  after  the  begin- 

1  So,  above  all,  Cyril  and  tlie  Antiochenes. 

2  No  hesitation  prevailed  in  the  Church  on  this  point;  yet  Synods  simply  for- 
bade certain  expositions  of  Scriptural  texts  as  heretical.  The  Church  alone  furnished 
the  gtibcrnacidu7n  iniei-preiationis  (see  Vincent.,  Commonit.  2,  41)  and  that  in  its 
concise  guide  to  faith,  the  Symbol.  After  the  Constantinopolitan  Symbol  had  been 
placed  on  an  inaccessible  height,  we  no  longer  find  the  l)lunt  assertion  that  the 
creed  is  compiled  from  the  Holy  Scriptures.  But  this  contention  was  also  historically 
false.  (For  it  see  Cyril,  Cat.  V.  12):  oh  yxp  w?  sSotjv  xvSpcoTroit;  a-vvsrsiii  tx  ri^i; 
nitTTSM^-  «AA'  ex  "zonry^ti  ypxipiit;  tx  xxipttarxrx  a-t/AAe^flevT«  i-tixv  xvxTC^vjpol  rijv 
TJ)5  nfa-Tsuii;  $iSx(7KxÄixv.  "Canon"  was  originally  the  rule  of  faith;  the  Scripture 
had  in  truth  intervened,  yet  so  that  its  authority  had  a  support  placed  still  further 
back,  namely,  the  O.  T.  and  the  Lord's  sayings. 

3  See  my  art.  "  Apostolisches  Symbol  "  in  Herzog's  R.-E.  2  B.  I.  The  opinion  that 
the  Apostles  had  composed  the  Symbol  jointly  (Rufinus)  cannot  be  traced  earlier 
than  the  middle  of  the  fourth  century,  but  it  may  be  much  older.  Yet  we  must 
not  date  it  too  soon;  for  if  the  Churches  of  the  western  provinces  had  received 
the  Symbol  with  this  legend  attached,  they  would  hardly  have  ventured  to  propose 
changes  on  it.  It  was  certainly  not  extolled  even  in  Rome  in  the  third  century, 
so  exuberantly  as  it  was  afterwaixls  by  Ambrose. 

*  This  point  falls  to  be  discussed  in  the  next  book.  Augustine  had  to  rest  his 
distinctive  theology  on  the  Symbol,  though  the  latter  was  only  imperfectly  adapted 
for  the  purpose. 
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ning  of  the  fifth  century  that  the  Constantinopohtan  Symbol 
supplanted  the  apostolic  in  Church  use  in  Rome  and  the  West, ' 
yet  without  the  latter  losing  its  prestige.  This  was  of  course 
transferred  in  part  to  the  new  Symbol,  but  the  old  remained, 
though  latent,  in  force.  '  The  twelve  articles  of  the  Apostolic 
Symbol,  to  be  explained  by  the  Constantinopolitan,  constituted 
in  the  West  the  ecclesiastical  tradition  zxr"  Jt5;:/>jv.  Justinian's 
legislation  confirmed  this  conception,  though,  indeed,  that  was 
not  needed.  ^ 

B.  At  the  beginning  of  the  fourth  century  there  already 
entered  into  the  composition  of  the  Church,  not  only  its  creed, 
but  a  ciiltiis  fixed  in  its  main  features ;  there  were  further 
disciplinary  and  ceremonial  provisions— still  differing,  indeed,  in 
part  in  the  various  provincial  Churches  ^ — and  finally,  a  settled 
constitution.  It  was  only  in  a  very  late  period  that  the  notion 
of  apostolicity  was  applied,  in  the  strict  sense,  to  the  whole  of 
these  elements ;  *  but  not  only  did  the  foundations  of  these 
ordinances  come  to  be  characterised  as  apostolic,  but  as  a  rule, 
and  to  an  increasing  extent,  everything  which  there  was  a  desire 
to  assure  of  permanence.  Different  methods  were  adopted, 
however,  of  establishing  the  apostolic  character  of  these  institu- 
tions. First,  it  was  maintained  that  regulations  observed  by  the 
whole    Church    required    no    proof   that   they   were  Apostolic. " 

*    See  my  art.  on  the  Constantiuop.  Symbol,  1.  c. 

"  The  history  of  the  Apostolic  Symbol  between  the  fifth  and  si.Kth  centuries 
urgently  requires  investigation. 

3  Justinian's  law-book  is  headed  by  the  art.  "  De  summa  trinitate  et  de  fide  catholica 
et  ut  nemo  de  ea  publice  contendere  audeat " ;  but  see  also  the  famous  decree  of 
the  Emperors,  Gratian,  Valentinian  and  Theodosius,  A.D.  380,  with  which  the 
law-book  begins. 

**    See,  e.g.^  Socrates,  H.  E.  V.  22. 

5  When  this  occuiTed  a  very  exact  distinction  had  already  been  made  between 
faith  and  disciplinary  law.  Apostolic  faith  was  something  different  from  and  higher 
than  apostolic  laws  {SixTxisit;,  voiiot,  xxvovei;  sxK^yjo-ixa-Ttxoi  Six  räv  «ToaxoAwv). 
This  corrected  the  equality  apparently  attributed  to  the  two  branches  of  tradition 
by  the  common  predicate  "apostolic." 

^  See  August.,  De  bapt.  c.  Donat.  II.  7,  12:  "Multa,  qxix  non  inveniuntur  in 
litteris  apostolorum  neque  in  conciliis  posteriorum,  et  tamen  quia  per  universam 
custodiuntur  ecclesiam,  non  nisi  ab  ipsis  tradita  et  commendata  creduntur."  IV. 
24.  31:  "Quod  universa  tenet  ecclesia,  nee  conciliis  inslitutum  sed  semper  retentum 


2 12  HISTORY   OF  DOGMA  [Chap.  in. 

Secondly,  advantage  was  taken  in  the  East,  of  the  numerous 
legends  of  the  Apostles  current  in  the  Churches;  they  began 
to  be  used  in  connection  with  the  government  and  cultus  of 
the  Churches  in  such  a  way  that  definite  detailed  regulations 
were  attributed  to  the  Apostles,  individually  or  collectively, 
whenever  they  were  required  for  the  discipline  or  cultus  of  the 
time.  *  Thirdly,  men  began  in  the  fourth  century — not  un- 
influenced by  Clement  and  Origen — to  introduce  the  notion  of 
a  7ro!,piy2o<Tiq  uypa.^poq  (unwritten  tradition),  in  whose  wholly  un- 
defined contents  were  even  included  dogmatic  theories  which 
it  was  not  everyone's  business  to  understand ;  yet  it  dealt 
extremely  seldom  with  the  trinitarian  and  Christological  catch- 
words. This  idea  of  an  '  unwritten  tradition '  crept  in  in  a  very 
real  sense ;  for  it  conflicted  with  more  than  one  main  point  in 
the  fundamental  positions  of  the  Church.  But  it  attained  high 
honour,    and    its    existence    absolutely    became    a    dogma.     But 

est,  non  nisi  auctoritate  apostolica  traditum  rectissime  creditur."  V.  23.  31 :  "  Multa, 
quae  universa  tenet  ecclesia  et  ob  hoc  ab  apostolis  prrecepta  bene  creduntur,  quam- 
quam  sciüpta  non  reperiantur." 

1  The  Apologists  had  exhibited  Christianity  as  tlie  worsliip  of  God  in  Spirit  and 
in  truth,  and  as  an  alliance  regulated  by  equality  and  fraternity.  But  there  had  grad- 
ually developed  a  complicated  cultus  round  the  mysteries,  and  a  comprehensive  and 
detailed  code  of  discipline  had  become  necessary.  For  both  of  tliese  appeal  was 
made  to  an  increasing  extent  to  apostolic  authority.  Compare  the  Apostolic  Con- 
stitutions, the  xavovBi;  sKK^i^a-toia-Tiicoi,  the  Apostolic  Canons,  in  general  the  mass  of 
material,  partly  published,  partly  discussed,  by  Bickell,  Pitra,  and  Lagarde ;  further, 
the  designation  of  the  Liturgies  of  the  provincial  Churches  as  by  Mark,  James,  etc. 
The  history,  still  partly  unwritten,  of  these  Eastern  forgeries  under  apostolic  names 
is  closely  connected  with  the  general  history  of  the  legends  of  the  Apostles  (see 
I^ipsius,  Die  apokryphen  Apostelgesch.).  The  O.  T.  commandments  were  again 
introduced  into  the  Church  by  means  of  apostolic  fictions,  until  the  ancient  awe  of 
Moses,  the  law-giver,  was  surmounted.  After  apostolic  commandments  of  this  sort 
had  been  allowed  to  spring  up  luxuriantly  for  a  time,  the  Church  had  no  little 
trouble  to  exorcise  the  spirits  it  had  conjured.  A  sifting  process  began  from  the 
sixth  century — at  least  in  the  Byzantine  Church — to  which,  e.g.,  the  Constitutions  fell 
a  victim.  In  tlie  law  books  of  the  Monophysite  and  Nestorian  Churches,  much  more 
comprehensive  matter  had  been  preserved,  under  apostolic  names,  as  possessed  of 
the  value  of  law.  Yet  it  did  not  receive  the  same  honour  as  the  Holy  Scriptures. 
In  order  to  realise  the  possibility  of  such  an  unabashed  invention  of  regulations 
cloaked  with  the  authority  and  name  of  the  Apostles,  we  must  remember  that,  from 
the  second  century,  writings  bearing  on  discipline  were  in  existence,  called  SiScnx^' 
or  SixTxisii  rajv  x7ro<xTÖÄa)v,  and  that  these,  having  no  individual  impress,  were 
thoroughly  adapted  for  constant  remodelling  and  expansion. 
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because  it  really  made  all  else  unnecessary  and  was  a  dangerous 
drastic  expedient,  it  was  not  defined,  nor  was  its  extent  ever 
determined.  And  it  did  not  banish  Scriptural  proof  or  the 
appeal  to  familiar  and  demonstrable  tradition.  TJie  existence 
ivas  maintained  of  a  tradition  zuJiich  dispensed  zvitk  all  criteria 
— atid  that  was  7vhat  tJie  7rxp72o7i;  otypx^po:  was;  Init  a  prudent 
7ise  was  made  of  it.  Unwritten  tradition  was  preferentially 
applied  to  the  development  of  ritual  and  the  sacramental  per- 
formance of  the  mysteries,  while  the  secret  truths  of  the  creed 
were   based   exclusively    on    Scripture    and    the  Councils.  '     But 

'  The  assumption  of  a  secret  apostolic  tradition — tliat  is,  the  TrxpxSoa-ii  xypxipoi; 
— first  appeared  among  the  Gnostics,  i.e.,  among  the  first  theologians,  who  had  to 
legitimise  as  apostolic  a  world  of  notions  alien  to  primitive  Christianity.  It  then 
was  found  quite  logically  among  the  Alexandrians,  and  from  them  passed  to  Euse- 
bius,  who  not  only  accepted  it  (H.  E.  II.  i,  4),  but  also  vindicated  it  against  Mar- 
cellus  (lib.  I.  c.  l) :  SKX^yia-ixt;  txq  »tto  rSJv  äsiwv  yptxipäiv  //.izpTvpixQ  s%  ciypxipov 
TTsepxSöa-süiQ  tr^pxyiXoiMsv^i;.  But  the  Cappadocians  first  established  it  in  their  conflict 
with  the  Eunomians  and  Pneumatomachoi,  yet  the  bold  use  made  of  it  by  them  in 
defence  of  the  dogma  of  the  Trinity,  was  not  afterwards  parallelled.  Basil  (De 
spiritu  sancto,  27)  referred  the  orthodox  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Ghost  to  the  un- 
written tradition,  placing  the  latter  on  an  equality  with  the  public  tradition;  but 
he  endeavoured  at  the  same  time  to  retain  the  old  Alexandrian  distinction  between 
xv\pvY(ix  and  ^oyiJ-x,  Soyi^x  being  meant  to  embrace  the  theological  formulation  of 
the  faith  (rctiv  Iv  t^  sitxAyitTity.  7r£<pv^xy[^svctiv  Soyiixrcov  Kx'i  y.vipvyij.xTWv  rx  (isv  Ik 
T^?  eyypxipov  Si§xc-kx^ixi;  s%o^/fi/,  tx  Ss  Ik  tvjc,  tuv  «tto^toAwv  7rxpxS6<rsMi;  StxSo- 
Sivrx  iii-i7v  sv  //vo-T-^p/w  Txps^s%x(.i.s!^x,  xvep  xij.:p6Tspx  ryjv  xiirviv  la-x^Jv  'ix^'  Trpo^ 
Tijv  el/<Tsßiixv  .  .  .  äAAo  yxp  S6y(/.x,  Kxt  «AAo  xvipvyiMx,  rx  fzev  yxp  Soy/^xTX  a-iw- 
TTXTXi,  rx  Ss  ic^pvyi^xTx  Syjiioo-ievsTxi).  The  latter  distinction  was  opposed  to  the 
tendency  of  the  age,  and  remained  without  effect.  (With  that  which  Basil  named 
dogma,  the  (zvtrTiy.ii  TrxpxSoirti;  was  identical,  of  which  Pamphilus  and  Eusebius 
speak,  and  by  the  aid  of  which  they  defended  the  orthodoxy  of  Origen;  see 
Socrates  III.  7.)  But  it  is  important  that  in  order  to  prove  the  existence  of  a 
TTxpxSoiTiq  xypx(poi;,  Basil  appeals  merely  to  matters  of  ritual — signs  of  the  Cross, 
prayers  of  consecration,  and  baptismal  rites.  To  these  the  unwritten  tradition  was  in 
later  times  almost  exclusively  applied.  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  advanced  in  a  different 
direction  from  Basil:  he  admitted  to  his  opponents  (Orat.  37)  that  tradition  was 
defective  in  reference  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Spirit,  but  he  believed  he  could 
assume  a  progressive  development  of  the  truth  of  revelation.  But,  as  far  as  I  know, 
he  only  once  expressed  himself  so  imprudently,  and  he  found  absolutely  no  imitators. 
His  attempt  only  proves  the  difficulty  caused  by  the  defence  of  the  dogma  of  the  Trinity 
in  the  fourth  century.  In  Cyril  of  Jerusalem  (see  his  view  so  divergent  from  that  of  the 
Cappadocians,  Cat.  16,  ch.  2)  and  Ihe  older  .\ntiochenes  the  TrxpxSotrii;  xypx^po?  does 
not  occur,  but  it  does  in  Epiphanius  (H.  61,  ch.  6:  Ss7  xxi  TrxpxSöo-si  asxp^o-öxi. 
Oll  yxp  TxvTX  XTTo  xif?  ösix^  ypx^^viQ  Sv-jxrxi  ÄxiJ.ßxvsa-$xr  Sid  tx  //.sv  sv  ypx(px7g, 
TX  Se  iv  TTxpxSötreiTiv  TrxpiS<i)Kxv  oi  xyioi  x7rötrTO?^oi).  It  is  also  found  in  Chrysostom, 
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this  distinction  was  not  sufficient,  nor  was  it  firmly  held  to  be 
unalterable. 

C.  All  conceptions  of  the  authority  of  tradition,  of  which 
many  Fathers — e.g.,  Cyprian — described  Scripture  to  be  the 
main  element,  ^  were  based  ultimately  on  the  conviction  that 
the  Church  had  been  invested  with  authority  through  its  con- 
nection with  the  Holy  Spirit  himself.  "  At  this  point  two  pro- 
blems arose,  which,  though  hardly  ever  clearly  formulated,  were 
yet  felt,  and  which  attempts  were  made  to  solve.  I. — By 
whom  and  when  did  the  Church  speak  ?  II. — How  were  novel- 
ties to  be  explained  in  the  Church,  especially  in  the  sphere  of 
doctrine,  if  the  authority  of  the  Church  had  its  root  exclusively 
in  its  apostolic  character,  that  is,  its  ability  to  preserve  the 
legacy  of  the  Apostles  ? 

As  to  I.  It  was  a  settled  doctrine  from  the  third  cen- 
tury,   that  the    representation   of  the  Church  was  vested  in  the 

Cyril  of  Alexandria,  and  others  down  to  John  of  Damascus,  who  says  plainly  (De 
fide  orthod.  IV.  ch.  12):  xypa^pot;  sttiv  vi  vapxSoirii;  xlJryi  rm  XTroa-röf'.biv,  7ro^?^x 
yxp  ccypix^pui  ij/üv  TrxpsSoo-xv  (see  details  in  Langen,  Joh.  von  Damaskus,  1879, 
p.  271  ff.).  So  also  the  Greek  Church  of  to-day  teaches  :  Siupslrxi  to  6s7ov  pvijix 
£1^  TS  TO  ypxTTTOv  Kxi  x'ypx(po-j  (see  Gass,  Symbolik  der  griech.  Kirche,  p.  107  ff.) 
Quotations  are  especially  taken  from  Pauline  texts  in  which  Trxpx^öcrsii;  occur,  and 
thus  a  sort  of  Scriptural  proof  is  led  in  support  of  what  does  not  occur  in  Scripture. 
The  unwritten  tradition  is  hardly  again  applied  to  the  creed,  since  it  was  thought 
to  be  sufficiently  supported  by  Scripture  and  the  Symbol.  In  the  West,  Augustine 
was  in  the  same  doubtful  position,  with  regard  to  certain  theses  which  he  defended 
against  Donatists  and  Pelagians,  as  the  Cappadocians  were  in  reference  to  the 
orthodox  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  Hence  he  derived,  ^.^'■.,  the  doctrine  of  original 
sin,  which  could  not  be  otherwise  proved  out  of  tradition,  from  the  rite  of  ex- 
orcism, declaring  this  to  have  been  an  apostolic  tradition;  (see  c.  Julian.  \T.  5,  il): 
"Sed  etsi  nulla  ratione  indagetur,  nullo  sermone  explicetur,  verum  tamen  est  quod 
antiquitus  veraci  fide  catholica  prtedicatur  et  creditur  per  ecclesiam  totam;  quse 
filios  fidelium  nee  exorcizaret,  nee  exsufflaret,  si  non  eos  de  potestate  tenebrarum 
et  a  principe  mortis  erueret,  etc ).  So  also  he  appealed  against  the  Donatists  in 
the  controversy  as  to  Baptism  by  Heretics  (against  Cyprian's  authority)  to  the  un- 
written testimony  of  the  whole  Church  (see  note  6,  p.  211). 

1  Cyprian  calls  Scripture  '•'■  divijia:  traditionis  caput  el  oiigo"  (Ep.  74,  ch.  10). 
This  designation  is  not  common. 

'  The  universal  conviction  is  expressed  in  the  famous  sentence  of  Augustine 
(C.  ep.  Manich.  6)  which  he  has  given  in  various  forms  in  the  Confessions  and 
elsewhere :  Ego  vero  evangelio  non  crederem^  nisi  me  catholica:  ecclesi(C  covimoveret 
auctoriias.  Even  Cyril  of  Jerusalem,  who  has  emphasised  most  strongly  the  authority 
of  Scripture,  could  not  pass  over  that  of  the  Church  (Cat.  IV.,  ch.  33), 
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Episcopate,  though  the  strict  conception  of  the  latter,  as  first 
taught  by  Cyprian,  that  it  was  the  main  support  of  the  Church, 
was  for  a  long  time  not  universally  held.  '  We  find,  meanwhile, 
even,  e.g.,  from  the  plan  of  Eusebius'  Church  History,  that  the 
Bishops,  the  successors  of  the  Apostles,  were  regarded  as  guar- 
antors of  the  legitimacy  of  the  Church.  The  conception  never 
emerged  that  the  Bishop  was  infallible  as  an  individual ;  "  but 
a  certain  inspiration  was  already — though  not  without  differences 
of  opinion — attributed  to  the  provincial  Synods,  ^  Constantine 
was    the    first   to    form  the  idea  of  a  universal  Synod, ''  and  he 

1  In  his  studies  on  Augustine,  Reuter  has  shown  tliat  Augustine  fell  shoi-t  of 
Cyprian  (see  his  theses  in  the  Ztschr.  f.  K.-Gesch.,  Vol.  VIII.,  p.  184,  and  the 
relative  discussions  in  Vol.  VII.).  In  the  East  the  compiler  of  Apostolic  Constitu- 
tions took  substantially  the  view  of  the  Episcopate  held  by  Ignatius,  but  not  by 
Irenseus  and  Cyprian.  Even  Chrysostom's  work,  Tcefl  iBpwa-vvyi(;^  tends  in  the  same 
direction  as  the  Constitutions.  It  is  very  remarkable  that  Cyril  of  Jerusalem 
(Cat.  XVIII.,  ch.  27)  makes  no  mention  of  the  hierarchy,  but  only  of  the  Apostles, 
prophets,  teachers  and  other  office-bearers  enumerated  in  the  well-known  passage 
in  the  Ep.  to  the  Corinthians.  That  is  a  memorable  archaism ;  yet  see  even  Vincentius, 
Commonit.  40.  He  also  says  very  little  about  Bishops,  and  nothing  at  all  about 
the  apostolic  succession. 

-  On  the  contrary,  the  fallibility  of  individual  bishops  was  always  admitted 
from  Irenseus  down  (III.  3,  i):  '■•  Valde  perfectos  et  irt-eprekensibiles  iti  omnihts  eos 
valebant  esse  (apostoii),  quos  et  svccessores  relhjqttebant,  smim  ipsorum  locum 
magisterii  tradentcs^  qnilms  emendate  agentibtts  fieret  magita  nt/litas^  lapsis  autem 
stimma  calainitasr 

3  Cyprian  (Ep.  LVII.,  ch.  5)  introduces  the  decree  of  the  provincial  Council  of  Carthage 
with  the  words,  '■'•Placuit  nobis  spiritii  sancto  sjiggerentey  Acts  XV.  28  certainly 
influenced  this  phrase.  On  the  other  hand,  we  must  not  allow  it  too  much  weight, 
for  Cyprian  often  appeals  to  instructions  given  to  him  personally  by  the  Holy 
Chost.  See  also  the  Votum  of  Bishop  Lucius  of  Ausafa,  No.  73  of  the  sentent. 
episcoporum  LXXXVII.  at  the  Carthaginian  Council:  '■'■Seaaidittji  motJtm  anhnl mel 
et  Spiritus  saiicti.'''  The  Synod  of  Aries,  A.D.  314,  also  used  the  formula, " /"/(^rw/V 
ergo.^  präsente  spiritu  sancto  et  angelis  e/us'"  (see  Mansi,  Collect.  Concil.  II.  p.  469, 
and  Hefele,  Conciliengesch.  I.  2,  p.  204) ;  and  Constantine  wished  to  have  its 
decision  regarded  as  '•'•  C(vleste  itidicium"':  this  judgment  by  priests  was  to  have  the 
same  honour  as  if  it  had  been  pronounced  by  the  Lord  himself  (Mansi,  I.e.  p.  478). 
For  the  rest,  we  may  here  recall  the  fact  tliat  -^  Upx  a-vvoSoi;  had  long  been  a 
technical  term  in  common  use  among  the  Greeks  (see  also  ''holy  senate"  in 
Justin).  On  the  origin  of  the  ecclesiastical  Synods  see  Sohm's  excellent  discussions 
in  Kirchenrecht.  I.  p.  247  ff. 

*  This  is  now  almost  universally  admitted;  yet  the  idea  was  introduced  by  the 
great  Oriental  .Synods  in  the  cases  of  Novatian  and  Paul  of  Samosata,  as  well  as 
by   the  Synod  of  Aries  already  indeed  summoned  by  Constantine.     The  latter  has 
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also  supposed  such  a  body  to  be  under  the  special  guidance 
of  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  therefore  incapable  of  error.  *  In  the 
course  of  the  fourth  century  the  idea  that  the  Nicene  Synod 
possessed  an  infallible  authority  became  slowly  established ; " 
it  was  transferred  in  the  following  centuries  to  the  Oecumen- 
ical Synods  generally,  yet  so  that  one — the  second — was 
only   subsequently    stamped    as    CEcumenical.^     From  the  sixth 

been  looked  on  in  the  West  as  a  General  Council  for  more  than  a  century,  and  can 
also  be  regarded  as  such  in  many  respects.  On  the  Councils  see  Hatch's  fine  lecture 
in  his  book  "The  Social  Constitution  of  Christian  Churches,"  p.   172  f. 

I  See  Constantine's  letter  to  the  Bishops  after  the  Council  of  Niccea  (in  Theodoret 
H.  E.  I.  (^  fin):  "Whatever  is  determined  in  the  holy  assemblies  of  the  Bishops, 
may  be  attributed  to  the  divine  will."  Further,  Socrates  H.  E.  I.  9,  who  contrasts 
the  recognition  by  the  Emperor  of  the  divine  character  of  the  Synod,  with  the 
aspersions  of  Sabinus  the  Macedonian. 

"  The  orthodox  party  made  use  of  the  advantage  presented  by  the  decision  of 
a  Synod  which  none  could  refuse  to  recognise  as  a  wholly  extraordinary  event. 
On  the  other  hand,  nothing  but  such  an  event  could  atone  for  the  unusual  forms 
given  to  the  creed,  and  thus  attest  a  new  theory.  For  in  spite  of  everything 
which  it  had  been  hitherto  possible  to  relate  of  Synods  being  under  divine  leader- 
ship, it  was  a  novelty  to  raise  the  decision  of  a  Synod  to  the  level  of  an  author- 
ity above  discussion.  Of  such  a  thing  even  Bishop  Julius  of  Rome,  e.g.^  knew 
nothing.  And  it  was  all  the  more  startling  when  tlie  decision  was  supported 
neither  by  the  letter  of  Scripture,  nor  a  clear  tradition,  nor  even  an  analogy  of 
any  sort.  But  this  very  fact  promoted  the  assumption  of  an  absolute  authority, — 
though  not  yet  in  the  case  of  Athanasius  (see  Gwatkiu,  Stud,  of  Arianism,p.  50) ; 
a  virtue  was  made  of  necessity.  With  the  first  victory  over  Arianism,  the  view 
arose  that  the  dogma  of  the  Trinity  was  a  certain  truth  because  it  had  been  af- 
firmed at  Nicrea  by  318  Bishops  inspired  by  the  Holy  Ghost — thus  the  Cappado- 
cians,  Cyril  of  Alex.  etc.  It  is,  however,  extremely  paradoxical,  that  even  up  to 
the  middle  of  the  fourth  century  the  Eusebians  laid  greater  stress  on  the  author- 
ity of  Synodical  decisions  than  the  orthodox  party.  In  order  to  get  the  West  to 
accept  the  deposition  of  Athanasius,  they  continued  to  appeal  to  their  Antiochene 
Synod,  and  declared  its  decisions  to  be  irreversible.  Although  their  tactics  com- 
pelled them  also  to  admit  the  validity  of  the  Nicene  Creed,  they  did  so  in  the 
hope  that  after  the  removal  of  Athanasius  they  would  be  able  to  carry  an  inter- 
pretation of  it  suitable  to  their  own  views. 

^  The  latter  fact  is  admitted  also  by  Hefele  (I.e.  Vol.  I.,  p.  3).  Besides,  nothing 
could  be  more  incorrect  than  the  opinion  that  tlie  distinction  between  CEcumenical 
and  other  Synods,  as  regards  dogmatics,  was  estalilished  soon  after  the  Nicene 
Council.  The  greatest  variety  of  opinion  prevailed  till  past  the  middle  of  the  fifth 
century  as  to  what  Synods  were  oecumenical  and  might  be  ranked  along  with  the 
Nicene.  Gregory  of  Nazianzus  we  know,  e.g.^  to  have  spoken  very  contemptuously 
of  the  Constantinopolitan  Synod,  and,  indeed,  of  Synods  in  general.  Conversely, 
a    certain   authority  was  still  ascribed  to  Provincial  Synods  in  dogmatic  questions. 
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century  there  gradually  ceased  to  be  any  doubt  that  the 
resolutions  of  CEcumenical  Synods  possessed  an  absolute  author- 
ity. '  Whoever  rebelled  against  them  refused  to  admit  that  the 
Synods    in    question    were    regular,    but    did    not    dispute    the 

Further,  tliere  is  a  passage  in  Augustine  wliicii  infers  not  only  a  relatively  bind- 
ing authority  on  the  part  of  Provincial  Councils,  but  also  uncertainty  as  to  the 
absolute  authority  of  General  Councils.  The  passage  is  extraordinarily  character- 
istic of  the  unsteadiness  of  the  whole  structure  of  tradition.  Meanwhile  Reuter 
(Zeitschr.  f.  K.-Gesch.  VIII.  p.  167,  173,  176,  186)  has  rightly  decided  that  we 
must  keep  steadily  in  view  tlie  special  circumstances  under  which  Augustine  has 
here  written;  De  bap.  c.  Donat.  II.  3,  4:  "Quis  nesciat  sanctam  scripturam  canon- 
icam  tam  veteris  quam  novi  testamenti  certis  suis  terminis  contineri,  eamque  om- 
nibus posterioribus  episcoporum  litteris  ita  pr^eponi,  ut  de  ilia  omnino  dubitari  et 
disceptari  non  possit,  utrum  verum  vel  utrum  rectum  sit,  quidquid  in  ea  scriptum 
esse  constiterit:  episcoporum  autem  litteras  qure  post  confirmatum  canonem  vel 
scripts  sunt  vel  scribuntur,  et  per  sermonem  forte  sapientiorem  cuiuslibet  in  ea  re 
peritioris,  et  per  aliorum  episcoporum  graviorem  auctoritatem  doctioremque  pruden- 
tiam  et  per  concilia  licere  reprehendi,  si  quid  in  eis  forte  a  veritate  deviatum  est: 
et  ipsa  concilia  qure  per  singulas  regiones  vel  pi'ovincias  fiunt,  plenariorum  concili- 
orum  auctoritati  quce  fiunt  ex  universo  orbe  Christiane,  sine  ullis  ambagibus  cedei'e: 
ipsaque  plenaria  sxpe  priora  posterioribus  emendari,  cum  aliquo  experimento  rerum 
aperitur  quod  clausuni  erat,  et  cognoscitur  quod  latebat."  Emendari  can  only 
mean  here  actual  emendation — not  merely  explanation,  as  Catholic  historians  of 
dogma  have  to  assume.  It  is  also  worthy  of  note,  that  Augustine  assigned 
dcumenical  rank  to  several  Synods — e.g.^  that  of  Aries — which  afterwards  were 
not  held  to  l)e  Oecumenical.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  instructive  that  he  himself 
did  not,  like  the  Orientals,  regard  the  Nicene  decree  as  the  foundation  of  the 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity ;  see  Renter's  arguments  on  the  relation  of  the  work  "  De 
trinitate"  to  the  Nicene  Symbol,  (Ztschr.  f.  K.-Gesch.  V.  p.  375  ff.).  The  Council 
of  Chalcedon  first  put  an  end  to  didiiety  as  to  the  number,  and  the  author- 
ity, of  (Tlcumenical  Councils  in  the  East  (even  at  the  Robber  Synod,  A.D.  449, 
only  two  had  been  recognised).  Up  till  then  the  Nicene  stood  alone  on  an  in- 
accessible height;  moreover,  in  after  times  the  uniqueness  of  this  Council  was  still 
remembered,  though  others  Mere  added  beside  it.  For  the  rest,  Roman  Bishops 
spoke  very  depreciatorily  of,  or  even  refused  to  recognise,  many  canons  of  later 
councils;  so  Leo  I.  of  the  third  of  Constantinople  (Ep.  106  [al.  80]),  to  say  nothing 
of  the  twenty-eighth  of  Chalcedon.  But  Leo  did  not  recognise  the  second  Council 
as  legitimate.  Even  Felix  III.  and  Gelasius  knew  only  of  three  Oecumenical  Coun- 
cils. General  Synods  Leo  I.  declared  to  be  inspired  (see  Ep.  114,  2,  to  the  Bishops 
assembled  at  Chalcedon);  but  it  is  more  than  questionable  whether  he  therefore 
held  all  their  resolutions  to  be  absolutely   irreversible. 

1  After  the  Council  of  Chalcedon,  it  was,  above  all,  Justinian's  legislation  which 
confirmed  and  popularised,  even  in  the  West,  the  view  that  there  had  been  four 
Oecumenical  Councils:  see  his  edict  on  the  Three  Chapters,  131:  OivTrorm  rsa-a-xpcav 
avvoScov,  TÜv  ev  NiKOCix  y.eci  Kuv<rTXVTivov7rö/,ei,  kv  'E<|)£o-w  koci  ev  XäAxij Jov<  Tiievrii; 
opoi    vö/xmv    Txhv    ix^Ti^'J'Xv    xxi  tx  S6y'[J.XTx  xi/rcov  w?  xi  icÖTrvevrroi  riiixiriutrxv 
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authority  of  regular  Synods  in  general.  After  the  seventh 
Synod  it  was  a  settled  principle  in  the  orthodox  Church  of  the 
East  that  Scripture  and  the  decisions  of  the  seven  Oecumenical 
Councils  formed  the  sources  of  the  knowledge  of  Christian 
truth.  '  They  were  characterised  simply  as  the  tradition,  nay, 
men  spoke,  and  not  infrequently  speak  and  act  up  to  the  present 
day,  as  if  the  Church  possessed  and  required  no  other  sources 
of  knowledge  or  authorities.  As  a  rule,  the  7rxpxSo7ig  xypxCpog 
is  not  included  when  Holy  Scripture  and  the  seven  Councils 
are  spoken  of. 

This  apparently  simple,  consistent  development,  seemingly 
corresponding  to  all  requirements,  did  not,  however,  solve  all 
difficulties,  either  after  it  had  come  to  an  end,  or  still  less 
during  its  course.  But  it  had  further  to  reckon  with  authorities, 
some  of  which  were  of  long  standing,  while  others  emerged  in 
the  contemporary  organisation  of  the  Church.  What  position 
was  to  be  taken  up  in  doctrinal  controversies  in  which  an  (Ecu- 
menical Synod  had  not  pronounced  its  decision?  Must  there  not 

ypx^xi.  Accordingly,  this  development  was  inaugurated  by  Constantine  and  closed 
by  Justinian.  After  him  Gregory  I.  (Ep.  L.  I.  25)  wrote:  "Sicut  sancti  evangelii 
quattuor  libros,  sic  quattuor  concilia  suscipere  et  venerari  me  fateor."  But  this  very 
utterance  proves  that  the  West  only  slowly  accepted  this  whole  development;  for 
Gregory  leaves  out  of  account  the  fifth  OEcumenical  Council  held  meanwhile.  Again, 
the  altitude  of  the  North  African  Church  in  the  sixth  century  proves  that  there  the 
dubiety  felt  by  Augustine  had  not  yet  been  wholly  overcome.  But  the  attempts  of 
the  papal  theologian  Vincenzi  to  dispute  the  independent  authority  of  the  councils 
generally — even  for  the  above  date — are  thoroughly  biassed,  and  carried  out  with 
the  most  daring  indifference  to  historical  fact.  See  his  "In  St.  Gregorii  Nyss.  et 
Origenis  scripta  et  doctrinam  nova  defensio",  5  T.,  1865  f.  and  "De  processione 
Spiritus  s.  ex  patre  et  filio",  1878. 

1  This  is  taught  without  any  variation  by  the  later  so-called  Symbols  of  the 
Greek  Church  and  the  most  distinguished  theologians  up  to  the  present  day;  see, 
e.^.,  Damalas,  'H  cpi6$otoi;  tio-ti^,  Athens,  1877,  p.  3  ff. :  ovSsi^  Trio-rsvsi  eli;  (zixv 
sxK^ifiTiav  6  iMVj  oiMQ^^oyav  on  txc;  £y.7rpoi7Cii7rovi7Cii;  tizvtviv  oinovi^svizx^  <7Vv6Sovi;  to 
Trvsvi/.ea  to  xytov  öhviyel  si<;  ttHo-ccv  «Ai^äs/asv.  y.xi  on  vi  Ikk^-^h-ix  c/Mtvi  ^ev  Suvxtxi 
vx  VI  «AAi^  TTxpx  rifv  kviüao^o[j.i^(J.ivviv  stti  tSj?  ij-ovvji;  svottoiov  xpx^Z  t^"  oIxovizsviküv 
ffvvöSaiv  SiÖTi  VI  xpx^i  TcSv  (jLsptnü'j  v7:oxp^ii^Tty.üv  iizo^oytüv,  tjv  xxiispua-xv  xi  ^onrxt 
IxxA>}<7/ä/,  siTriv  ii  i^t^ryip  TJj?  Sixipia-ewt; .  .  .  ii  7rpoiJ.vyii.iovsv5£7(7X  xvxyvtiipia-ii  tüv  Stttx 
olK0v(j.£viK5iv  iTvvöSüJV  £<7t)  y£yovoi  la-Topttcöv,  fxyi§£iJ.ixv  TT^iov  £>iH^.ii(rix<rTi>i>iv  xvx- 
^^}^x(p>i<7iv  £7ri$£xoi^£vov.  According  to  present  Greek  ideas,  the  whole  period  of  the 
Councils  belongs  to  the  classical  antiquity  of  the  Church;  this  period  has  long  run 
its  course. 
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be  forthcoming  in  the  Church  at  any  moineiit  a  clear  testimony 
to  the  truth,  solving  all  doubtful  questions,  and  giving  forth  no 
uncertain  sound?  What  importance  was  due  to  the  occupants 
of  the  great  episcopal  chairs,  the  Bishops  of  the  apostolic  com- 
munities, and  especially  of  Rome  ?  Decisions  were  not  reached 
in  all  these  questions,  but  a  certain  common  sense  arose.  First, 
the  Church  speaks  also  by  a  unanimous  testimony,  audible  from 
the  earliest  days,  and  this  testimony  never  has  been  and  never 
for  a  moment  is,  lacking.  What  has  been  always,  everywhere, 
and  by  all,  believed  is  inerrant  tradition,  even  if  it  has  not 
been  solemnly  and  formally  attested,  or  laid  down  in  primitive 
authorities.  This  leads  to  a  procedure  similar  to  that  followed 
by  Eusebius  in  settling  the  N.  T.,  viz.,  that  the  antiquity, 
unanimous  attestation,  and  catholicity  of  a  doctrine  are  to  be 
expiscated  in  order  that  it  may  be  certified  a  doctrine  of  the 
Church.  The  notion  of  *  antiquity '  had  now  been  extended 
and  shifted  with  the  advance  of  the  Church.  In  the  fourth 
century  all  the  teachers  held  orthodox  before  Origen  had  been 
regarded  as  ancient,  or  vicini  apostolornm  (neighbours  of  the 
Apostles) ;  the  latter  predicate  especially  had  gradually  been 
extended  to  the  beginning  of  the  third  century :  men  like  Ire- 
n^eus,  ApoUinaris  of  Hierapolis  and  Hippolytus  even  were  called 
yjocpiiJLOi  t:c-j  xTro/rroP.coy  (friends  of  the  Apostles).  '  Then  the 
whole  period  of  the  martyrs  came  to  be  considered  sacred  as  the 
ancient  time.  But  the  Church  was  compelled  to  recognise  to 
an  increasing  extent,  that  not  much  was  to  be  gained  for  its 
purposes  from  its  theological  '  witnesses '  before  Athanasius, 
from  those  before  as  well  as  after  Origen.  Their  names  wxre 
still  held  in  sacred  memory — with  the  exception  of  those  who 
seemed  too  greatly  compromised,  or  had  even  fallen  into  bad 
odour  with  their  own  contemporaries  ;  but  their  works  disappeared 
more  and  more,  or  gave  place  to  forgeries.  Accordingly,  from 
the  fifth  century,  Athanasius  and  orthodox  teachers  of  similar 
views  of  the  fourth  century,  appeared  as  the  "Fathers"  proper. " 

•    See  as  to  this  the  Introduction  to  my  History  of  Ancient  Christian  Literature 
up  to  Eusebius,  Vol.  I.   1893. 

2    Athanasius    was    not    indeed    so  frequently  quoted  as  one  would  believe.    His 
works    have    been    comparatively    eclipsed   by  those  of  the  Cappadocians,  and  the 
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When  controversies  arose,  and  soon  even  at  Synods,  the  votes 
of  these  men  were  coimted.  Doctrines  were  looked  on  as  armed 
with  the  testimony  of  antiquity,  when  they  could  be  supported 
from  the  Fathers  from  Athanasius  to  Cyril.  Nor  were  forgeries 
wanting  here.  The  disciples  of  ApoUinaris  of  Laodicea  practised 
these  frauds  to  a  vast  extent,  in  order  to  rediscover  their  mas- 
ter's teaching  in  antiquity ;  they  were  afterwards  imitated  by 
others.  In  any  case,  the  tribunal  of  the  'Fathers'  remained 
an  uncertain  one;  great  as  was  the  scope  assigned  to  it,  its 
place  and  value  were  not  dogmatically  detailed.  It  was  not 
even  really  decided  what  relation  the  inspiration  of  the  Councils 
held  to  the  consensus  patrinii,  '  (see  under).  Such  a  consensus 
had  often  enough  to  be  first  restored ;  this  was  done  by  exe- 
gesis, or  even  by  fabrications,  because  it  was  necessary  to  pre- 
suppose it.  References  of  an  opposite  character  remained  of 
no  effect ;  but  when  needs  must  a  want  of  accuracy  (akribeia) 
and  detached  errors  were  admitted  in  the  case  of  individual 
Fathers,  without  the  general  conception  being  modified  by  these 
concessions.  The  Fathers  were  just  read  backwards — so  to 
speak — i.e.,  from  the  standpoint  of  the  dogma  of  the  time  being, 
and  their  undeveloped  or  divergent  doctrines  were  interpreted 
in  accordance  with  the  principle  of  making  the  best  of  every- 
thing. '•"■ 

final  statement  avrlved  at  in  tlie  East,  A.D.  381,  of  the  dogma  of  tlie  Trinity  was 
moi-e  favourable  to  them  than  to  Athanasius.  The  Synod  of  Constantinople,  A.D. 
383,  (see  in  loco)  furnishes  the  first  example  of  tlie  .luthority  of  the  Fathers  being 
made  decisive,  and  of  the  Scriptures  tliemselves  being  ignored.  But  the  attempt 
miscarried  at  the  time. 

1  To  the  "teachers"  the  predicate  "©fOTri/fys-ro?"  was  also  applied.  Thus 
Athanasius  writes  (De  incarn.  verbi  56):  A/  ypavj»«*  /-isv  yxf  Six  Ssofiöyüiv  ävSpüv 
TTxpx  ®sou  s\cc^yi0'^(7xv  XXI  ly px(\jy^(y XV .  i^iJ-etc;  Ss  Trxpx  tüv  xvTx7t;  evrvyx^^''^'^'^^ 
isoTTvsvo-TOiiv  SiSxTKx^ciiv,  oV  zxi  (xxpTvps^  Tvi^  XpKTTOv  ösoTviroQ  ysyövxiTi,  izxäövTsi; 
lu.£TxSiSoix.6v  y.xi  tPi  a-yj  (piPiOiJ.xh'x.  Similarly,  though  very  rhetorically,  Arius  in  his 
Thalia  (Athanas.  Orat.  c.  Arian  I.  5) :  kxtx  Tricrriv  ey.XBy.räv  &eov,  a-vveräv  &6ov, 
TxiSaiv  xyiwv,  i/p&OTÖ(.iccv,  xyiov  @£ov  7rvev[xx  ^^xßövrüiv,  tx§s  siixiov  'syciiys  vtto  räv 
aoC^'ii^Q  i^srsxövTU-j,  äo-te/wv,  ÖsoSiSxktwv,  kxtx  Tixvrx  tro^päiv  re. 

2  It  would  take  us  too  far  to  give  detailed  instances  of  the  points  discussed 
under  this  head.  We  only  emphasise  the  following,  (i)  The  attestationof  a  doctrine 
by  the  Councils  was  often  set  side  by  side  with  that  given  by  the  "Fathers",  the 
"ancient"  or  "holy  doctors",  in  such  a  way  that  the  former  seemed  often  to  be 
merely    a    special    case    of   the    latter.     And    this  was  quite  natural.     The  Church 
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Secondly,  a  peculiar  reverence  was  inherited  from  the  past 
for  Apostolic  Churches  or  their  bishops,  entwined  with  the 
evidence  based  on  history  and  dogmatics.  Although  the  theory 
of  Cyprian,  which  allowed  no  special  importance  to  the  Bishops 

possessed  no  continuous  testimony  in  the  Councils ;  from  its  distinctive  character, 
however,  it  required  one.  And  this  could  only  be  furnished  by  the  unbroken  chorus 
of  orthodox  doctors.  Even  taken  historically  this  court  of  appeal  was  the  older. 
Irenreus  and  especially  Clemens  Alex,  had  already  referred  to  deceased  presbyters 
as  authoritative  teachers;  and  Eusebius'  conception  of  Church  History  embraced 
the  idea — see  preface  and  outline — that  side  by  side  with  the  sticcessio  episcoporutn 
there  stood  a  series  of  witnesses  who,  in  uninterrupted  succession,  had  declared  the 
true  doctrine  orally  and  in  writing.  (2)  No  definitions  were  arrived  at  of  the  manner 
in  which  the  authority  of  the  Bishops  was  related  to  that  of  the  doctors.  It  was 
possible  to  shut  one's  eyes  to  this  question,  because  in  most  cases  the  teachers 
were  also  bishops.  As  a  rule,  the  Greeks  spoke  not  of  bishops,  but  the  ancient 
doctors,  when  appealing  to  the  witnesses  to  the  truth.  It  was  otherwise  with  the 
majority  of  the  Latins  after  Cyprian  (see  p.  214).  (3)  As  the  usual  procedure  at 
the  Councils  was  to  set  up  no  doctrinal  tenet  unless  it  was  believed  to  have  the 
support  of  the  doctors,  and  as  the  claim  was  made  that  this  course  should  always 
be  adopted,  the  idea  that  the  Councils  were  inspired  was  already  abolished,  and 
they  were  subordinated  to  the  jcontinuous  testimony  of  the  Church  (see  under). 
(4)  The  practice  of  consulting  authorities  began  at  the  Ephesian  Council ;  it  played 
a  more  prominent  part  in  every  succeeding  Synod.  Athanasius  and  the  Arians  had 
undoubtedly  disputed  before  this  over  passages  in  the  Fathers,  but  their  disputes 
were  of  slight  importance  compai-ed  with  those  that  took  place  afterwards.  (5)  The 
notion  of  ecclesiastical  antiquity  gradually  became  more  and  more  comprehensive; 
meanwhile  the  real  ancient  period  of  Christianity  became  more  obscure,  and  bit  by 
bit  came  to  be  forgotten.  After  the  seventh  the  whole  period  of  the  Councils  was 
looked  on  as  the  classical  antiquity  of  the  Church.  If  even  in  the  fourth,  nay,  up 
to  the  middle  of  the  fifth  century.  Councils  were  held  to  be  an  innovation,  their 
absence  was  now  considered  a  characteristic  of  the  age  of  the  Epigoni ;  indeed  they 
were  thought  to  be  unnecessary,  because  everything  was  already  settled.  (6)  The 
opinion  held  by  faith  that  the  "Fathers"  had  decided  every  disputed  point  before- 
hand, was  a  strong  challenge  to  produce  forgeries,  and  resulted  in  objective  and 
and  subjective  falsehood.  Caspari  (Alte  und  neue  Quellen,  etc.,  1879)  has  shown 
that  the  followers  of  ApoUinaris  were  the  first  to  forge  on  a  large  scale;  but  the 
Acts  of  Councils,  and  the  examination  of  writings  circulated  under  the  names  of 
celebrated  Fathers,  show  that  they  had  numerous  imitators  in  the  ranks  of  all  parties. 
The  practice  of  compiling  collections  of  extracts,  which  was  so  much  favoured 
after  the  middle  of  the  fifth  century,  was,  besides,  especially  adapted  to  conceal 
forgeries  or  inaccuracies.  (7)  But  the  limits,  authority,  and  character  of  the  Court 
of  Appeal  of  the  "Fathers"  were  never  determined.  It  was  taught  that  the  orthodox 
Fathers  agreed  in  all  matters,  nay,  this  theory  was  treated  as  a  dogma.  Stephen 
Gobarus'  attempt  (Photius,  Cod.  232)  to  demonstrate  the  contradictions  of  the 
Fathers  was  felt  to  be  profane,  just  as  Eusebius  had  condemned  as  unchurchmanlike 
the    attitude    of   Marcellus    of  Ancyra,  who  had  censured  the  consultation,  without 
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of  Apostolic  communities  within  the  general  authority  of  the 
Episcopate,  had  weakened  this  prestige,  it  still  held  its  ground, 
Augustine  still  recalled  it  in  the  question  of  the  extent  of  the 
Holy    Scriptures.  '     But  there  now  grew  up,  in  consequence  of 

independent  examination,  of  the  "wisest"  Fathers.  But  even  Johuof  Damascus  had 
to  admit  that  Fathers — otherwise  orthodox — held  divergent  opinions  on  single 
points  (De  imag.  I.  25),  and  Photius  actually  was  more  than  once  compelled,  in 
the  course  of  his  learned  studies,  to  notice  mistakes  committed  by  them  (see  his 
Bibliotheca).  Therefore  the  question  was  never  decided  who  constituted  the  ortho- 
dox Fathers.  It  became  the  custom  to  prefer  (Athanasius),  Gregory  of  Nazianzus, 
Chrysostom,  Cyril,  and  afterwards  also  John  of  Damascus.  In  the  fourth  century 
the  orthodox  were  much  troubled  by  the  fact  that  the  Synod  of  Antioch  (A.D.  268) 
rejected,  while  that  of  Nicsea  accepted,  the  term  'Oizoov<rioQ.  The  treatment  of  this 
difficulty  in  Athanasius,  "  De  synod."  43  sq.,  shows  that  no  one  had  hit  on  the  idea  that 
the  later  decision  made  the  earlier  obsolete.  It  was  rather  held  on  the  contrary: 
01  TrpofiXßövTSi;  xipxvi'^ova-iv  roiic;  (/.erx  txvtx  'ysvoiJ.ivov(;.  Therefore  Athanasius 
sought  and  found  evidences  of  the  word  'Ofzoova-io^  before  the  Samosatian  con- 
troversy. Ultimately,  however,  he  had  to  adopt  a  different  treatment  of  the  whole 
question,  i.e.,  to  show  that  'O/^oot/o-zo?  had  only  been  rejected  at  Antioch  as  against 
Paul,  in  order  not  to  admit  a  contradiction  in  the  chorus  of  the  Fathers.  The 
same  difficulty  was  caused  about  the  middle  of  the  fifth  century  liy  the  term  "äi/o 
(pvo-stQ"",  for  it  was  hard  to  find  an  instance  of  that  in  antiquity.  Of  Eutyches  the 
following  expression  is  recorded  (Mansi  VI..  p.  700):  to  sk  Svo  (pvasouv  svuienriSv 
xaä'  uTÖo'Txtriv  ysyswi^a'Sxi  tov  Kvpiov  ^ij.üv  'If^irovv  Xpto-rov  (J-vire  (isf/.x'ii^y.s-jxi  fv 
T«7?  sKÖio'SiTi  TÜV  xymv  Trxrepcov  //^rs  kxtxSsx^'^^^'i  ^'  tv^oi  ti  cei/rii  toiovto  Txpx 
Tivot;  vTrxvxytvüKTxeiräxi,  Six  to  txi;  Ö£ix<;  ypxipxt;  xfisivovxt;  slvxi  tj5c  tüv  TrxTspwv 
SiSxtruxÄixt;.  lie  afterwards  disowned  this  expression  as  being  distorted,  his  advocate 
corrected  it  in  his  name  thus:  "The  Fathers  have  spoken  in  different  ways,  and 
I  accept  everything  they  say,  but  not  as  a  rule  of  faith"  {siq  xxvovx  $e  ■yrla-Tswc; 
ol  Ssxoi^xi).  That  is  very  instructive.  The  words  excited  the  greatest  consternation 
in  the  assemljly  in  which  they  wei"e  uttered,  and  the  speaker  felt  himself  compelled 
at  once  to  excuse  them  on  the  ground  of  a  momentary  confusion. 

'  See  above,  Note  i,  p.  198,  and  compare  "De  peccator.  mer.  et  remiss."  I.,  50. 
Here  the  atictoritas  ecclesiarum  oriefitalium  is  mentioned  (in  reference  to  the  Ep. 
to  the  Hebrews),  and  to  Augustine  this  anctoritas  was  exalted,  because  Christianity 
had  come  from  the  Apostolic  Churches,  from  the  communities  to  which  John  and 
Paul  had  written,  above  all,  from  Jerzisalcm  (imdc  ipstim  er'aiigeliiim  coepit  fiwdi- 
cari).  The  fact  that  the  Donatists  had  been  separated  from  Apostolic  Churches 
pi'oved  to  him  that  they  were  wrong;  see  especially  the  Liber  ad  Donat.  post 
collat.  c.  4,  c.  29;  also  Ep.  52,  c.  3  and  c.  Lib.  Petil.  1.  II.,  c.  51  (Reuter  in  the 
Ztschr.  f.  K.-Gesch.  V.,  p.  361  ff.).  Optatus  had  already  held  the  same  view  as 
Augustine;  see  the  important  details  "De  schism.  Donat."  II.,  6,  VI.,  3.  But  even 
after  the  middle  of  the  sixth  century  a  Roman  Pope,  Pelagius  I.,  singled  out  the 
fact  in  praise  of  Augustine,  that  he,  "mindful  of  the  divine  teaching  which  founded  the 
Church  on  the  Apostolic  Chairs,  taught  that  those  were  schismatics  who  seceded 
from    the  doctrine  and  communion  of  these  Apostolic  Chairs'''  (Mansi,  Concil.  IX., 
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the  Metropolitan  and  Patriarchate  form  of  government,  a  new 
aristocracy  among  the  Bishops,  which  received  its  importance 
from  the  size  and  influence  of  the  episcopal  cities.  Rome,  Alex- 
andria— the  founding  of  whose  Church  by  Mark  was  undisputed 
about  A.D.  300 — and  Antioch  were  not  affected  by  the  rivalry 
involved  in  this  new  principle ;  for  in  these  cases  the  special 
connection  with  the  Apostles  coincided  with  the  greatness  of  the 
city.  But  the  political  factor  prevailed  so  strongly  that  the 
Chairs  of  Corinth,  Thessalonica,  etc.,  and  finally,  even  that  of 
Ephesus,  '  lost  all  peculiar  prestige — only  that  of  Jerusalem,  in 
spite  of  the  political  insignificance  of  the  city,  was  ranked  with 
those  more  distinguished "' — but  Constantinople  was  added  to 
the  list  of  the  outstanding  episcopates.  In  the  East  this  was 
frankly  justified  by  the  political  position  of  the  city ;  ^  but  this 
justification  was  so  far  insufficient  as  the  chair,  by  its  co-ordin- 
ation   with    the    Apostolic    sees,    participated    in    the  attributes 

p.  716).  Pelagius  even  declared  that  when  doubts  as  to  the  faith  arose  it  was 
necessary  to  conform  to  the  Apostolic  Chairs  (1.  c.  p.  732).  This  form  of  expres- 
sion is  all  the  more  remarkable  since  the  Roman  Bishops  of  the  fifth  century  spoke, 
as  a  rule,  as  if  the  designation  sedes  apostolica  belonged  peculiarly  to  their  Chair. 

1  At  the  transition  from  the  fourth  to  the  fifth  century;  see  Ilefele  II.,  pp.  77  ff., 
495  f-,  528  ff. 

-  See  the  7th  Canon  of  Niccea,  and  in  addition,  Ilefele's  details,  Vol.  I.,  p.  403  f.; 
II.,  p.  213.  Jerusalem  was  first  raised  to  a  Patriarchate  at  Chalcedon,  see  Hefele 
II.,  pp.  477,  502.  Jerusalem  became  once  more  the  Mioly  city'  in  the  fourth  cen- 
tury; see  Epiphanius  and  others. 

3  See  the  3rd  Canon  of  Constantinople,  Ilefele,  II.,  p.  17  f.  and  the  28th  of  Chal- 
cedon,   Hefele,    11.,   p.  527  f.;  töj  ^(Ö-m  tv,c,  vpea-ßvTspxt;  "Pufjivsi  Stx  to  ßxaiKiCuv 

TJJV    TTO^t'J    SKSivijV,    01    TTXTSpS^    SlKOTUi;    XTToSeSoilKXiTl    TX    TTpSITßslx,     Xxl    TW  XVTii  (rKOTM 

KivovfJLSvoi  01  exxTOv  TrevTviaovrx  ho:\>i?^e(rTXTOi  eTriirxoTroi  tx  "htx  Trpsa-ßsUx  xTrsveifj-xv 
TO)   T^c  vsxi;  'Vwfi^jq  xytUTXToi  öpövcfi,  sh^oyuc,  xpi-jxvTet;,  rijv  ßxi7tÄsix  nxi  o-vyKÄyjToi 

Ttl/.itis7(TXV     TTOA/V      Xxi     Tc3v     'itTMV      XTTO^XVOVtJ' XV     TT pSO-ßliu-J     T^      TT pSd-ßvTS pX     ßxaiMdl 

'VMiiVi,  y.x)  Iv  Tolc,  sKK^i^a-ixa-TiKO^t;,  w?  sHiivf^v,  jMsyxKvvea-^xt  vpxyi/.xa-i,  Sevripxv 
(jLer"  iKs/vijv  vTTxpxova-xv.  Constantinople  was  factitiously  promoted  to  the  place  of 
Ephesus  by  reason  of  this  unexampled  act  of  legitimation.  At  the  Robber  Synod, 
nevertheless,  it  still  held  the  fifth  place.  As  regards  the  historical  interpretation  of 
the  sixth  Canon  of  Nicaaa  and  the  third  of  Constantinople,  I  agree  substantially  with 
the  excellent  arguments  of  Kattenbusch  (I.e.  I.,  p.  8i  ff.);  only  it  must  be  still 
more  strongly  emphasised  that  the  Canons  of  A.D.  381  bore  a  clearly  marked 
hostility  to  Alexandria.  Even  then  it  was  considered  necessary  to  suppress  the 
authority  of  the  Alexandrian  Church,  which  was  on  the  point  of  developing  into 
the  premier  Church  of  the  East. 
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which  the  latter  possessed  in  virtue  of  their  apostohc  character.  ' 
Such  attributes  continued  to  be  ascribed  to  those  chairs  without 
it  being  stated,  however,  in  what  they  reaUy  consisted.  They 
were  nothing  tangible,  and  yet  they  were  held  to  exist. "  But 
even  in  the  view  of  Orientals  they  belonged  in  a  preeminent 
degree  to  Rome.  The  works  of  the  only  western  author  before 
Jerome  who  was  also  read  in  the  East — i.e.,  Cyprian — could 
not  fail  to  heighten  the  prestige  of  Rome.  ^  But  that  was 
already  great  enough  in  itself.  As  the  ancient  capital  of  the 
Empire,  as  the  city  of  the  two  chief  Apostles,  of  the  CatJiedra 
Petri,  as  the  only  apostolic  community  of  the  West,  that  which 
had  done  more  for  the  whole  Church  than  any  other,  Rome 
even  in  the  East  enjoyed  a  unique  prestige.  ^  But  as  early  as 
the  fourth  century,  and  certainly  from  the  fifth  onwards,  Rome 
meant  the  Roman  Bishop,  with  whose  spiritual  dignity  were 
fused  the  memories  of  the  ancient  city  that  had  ruled  the  world. 
These  memories  overhung  the  place,  after  the  Emperor  had 
left,  and  the  most  of  them  clung  to  the  Bishop.  In  the 
momentous  Arian  conflict  the  great  Eastern  sees,  except  Alex- 
andria, became  compromised  or  dishonoured;  the  orthodox 
Orientals  sought  and  found  their  support  in  Rome.  ^  The  Emperor 

^  An  energetic  protest  was  admittedly  raised,  especially  by  Leo  I.  and  his  suc- 
cessors. Leo  at  the  same  time  also  advocated  the  rights  of  the  Apostolic  Churches 
in  general  (Ep.  io6).  We  cannot  here  follow  out  the  controversy,  although  it 
reflects  the  revivification  of  the  Byzantine  Church  and  State,  and  the  attitude  of 
the  Roman  Bishops,  which  was  purely  ecclesiastical,  though  it  did  rest  on  fictions : 
see  Hefele  IL,  pp.  408,  539  ff.,  549  ff.,  and  Sohm  1.  c.  I ,  pp.  377—440.  It  was  not 
until  the  fourth  Lateran  Synod  (Can.  5),  when  a  Latin  Patriachate  existed  at  Con- 
stantinople (121 5),  that  Rome  recognised  the  28th  Canon  of  Chalcedon. 

2  Although  all  Bishops  were  held  to  be  successors  of  the  Apostles,  yet  Leo  I. 
singles  out  very  distinctly  those  who  had  inherited  the  chairs  of  the  Apostles ;  see 
his  letter  to  the  Emperor  Marcian  (Ep.   104). 

*  Not  only  Eusebius,  but  also  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia  had  read  Cyprian's 
Epistles.  At  the  Council  of  Ephesus  evidence  taken  from  him  was  read;  see  Vin- 
cent, Commonit.  42.  Of  the  Westerns,  after  Cyprian,  Ambrose  was  especially 
esteemed  in  the  East.  Augustine  also  possessed  a  certain  authority. 

■*    See  Vol.  II.,  p.   149  f. 

*  On  the  authority  of  the  Roman  Bishop  in  the  fourth  century,  see  Hauck,  Der 
römische  Bischop  in  4  Jahrh.,  1881;  Rade,  Damasus,  1881;  Langen,  Gesch.  der 
römischen  Kirche,  2  Vols.,  1881,  1885;  Sohm,  1.  c.  In  what  follows  we  only  discuss 
Rome's  prestige  in  the  East.  Even  Hefele  (1.  c.  I.,  p.  8)  admits  that  the  first  eight 
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in  Constantinople  who  brought  the  great  controversy  to  an  end 
was  a  Western,  full  of  veneration  for  Rome.  The  promotion 
which  he  afterwards  assigned  to  Constantinople  was  no  equi- 
valent— at  first,  at  least, — for  the  advance  in  political  power 
secured    to    Rome    by    the    Arian    controversy.  '     The    role   of 

Synods  were  not  appointed  and  convoked  Ijy  the  Roman  Bishops.  His  arguments 
as  to  the  presidency  at  the  Synods  are,  however,  biassed  (pp.  29 — 44).  It  was  at 
Chalcedon  that  the  legates  of  the  Roman  Bishop  first  occupied  a  special  position. 
The  sixth  Canon  of  Nictea,  when  correctly  interpreted,  gives  no  preference  to  Rome, 
but  refers  merely  to  the  fact  tliat  it  was  the  ecclesiastical  metropolis  for  the  Chuixhes 
of  several  provinces.  It  is  credible  that  Julius  I.  uttered  the  principle  (Socrates 
H.  E.  II.  17):  l-iil  ^eiv  Tratpx  yvwizviv  tov  STrta-KOTrov  'P«f*^C  Kxvovi^srj  Txg  sK>c?.>ia-ixi. 
The  peculiar  authority  of  the  Roman  Chair  showed  itself  in  the  fourth  century  in 
the  following  facts.  First,  Constantine  transferred  to  the  Roman  Bishop  the  duty 
of  presiding  over  the  commission  to  examine  the  case  of  the  Donatists.  Secondly, 
the  oppressed  adherents  of  the  Nicene  Symbol  in  the  East  turned  to  him  for 
protection  (see  even  Langen,  1.  c.  I.,  p.  425  f.).  Thirdly,  we  have  the  request  of 
the  Eusebians  that  Julius  should  decide  the  dogmatic  question  5  it  is  true  that  very 
soon — when  they  foresaw  their  defeat  in  Rome — they  changed  their  tone.  They 
still  conceded  a  peculiar  dignity  to  Rome;  it  does  not  seem  to  me  possible  to 
translate  <pi^0Tiiu.ixv  (Sozom.  III.  8)  with  Langen  by  "ambition."  Yet  they  pointed 
out  that  Rome  had  received  its  Christianity  from  the  East,  and  that  it  was  as  little 
entitled  to  review  the  decision  of  a  dogmatic  question  given  in  the  East,  as  the 
Oriental  Bishops  would  have  been  to  take  up  the  Novatian  affair  after  Rome  had 
spoken.  (The  letter  is  to  be  reconstructed  from  Sozom.  III.  8,  and  Athanas.  apolog. 
c.  Arian.  25 — 35.)  Fourthly,  we  have  evidence  of  Rome's  position  also  in  Julius' 
epistle  to  the  Orientals  (Athanas.  1.  c);  fifthly,  in  Canons  3  and  5  of  the  Synod 
of  Sardica;  and  sixthly,  in  the*  request  of  the  Antiochenes,  or  Jerome,  to  Damasus, 
for  a  decision  in  the  Antiochene  schism  (Ep.   16). 

1  Damasus'  policy  did  not  at  once  succeed  in  raising  the  prestige  of  the  Roman 
Chair  in  the  East  (see  Rade,  1.  c,  p,  137  f.),  but  the  manner  in  which  Theodosius  I. 
at  first  decided  the  Arian  controversy  there,  did.  "•  Cnnctos  fopnlos^  quos  ckmeniicc 
nostra:  regit  tet?tperamenttit?i^  in  tali  vohimus  religione  versari^  quam  divimim 
Peti'um,  apostolutn  tradidisse  Romanis  religio  usque  ad  nunc  ab  ipso  insinuata 
declarat^''  etc.  Besides,  the  new  style  adopted  by  Damasus  in  his  letter  to  the 
Oriental  Bishops  (Theodoret  H.  E.  V.  10)  was  not  without  effect  in  the  East.  He 
calls  them  my  "sons"  instead  of  my  "brethren,"  and  he  no  longer  speaks,  like 
other  Bishops,  as  commissioned  by  the  Synod — though  the  question  at  issue  was 
a  decision  of  the  Synod — or  as  representing  the  Western  Church.  On  the  contrary, 
he  addresses  them  in  virtue  of  the  authority  of  his  "  Apostolic  Chair,"  which  he 
connects  solely  with  Peter  and  without  any  reference  to  Paul.  "The  first  rank  is 
due  to  the  Holy  Church,  in  which  the  Holy  Apostle  had  his  seat,  and  taught 
how  we  should  fitly  guide  the  helm  which  we  have  undertaken  to  control."  Rade 
has,  besides,  here  rightly  conjectured  (p.  136)  that  Jerome  had  a  share  in  this  letter, 
which  did  a  great  deal  to  i-aise  the  influence  of  the  Roman  Chair  in  the  East. 

15 
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observer  and  arbiter,  which  the  Roman  Bishop  was  able  to  play 
in  the  Christological  controversies,  made  it  possible  for  him  to 
maintain  for  a  time  the  lofty  position  he  had  won.  ^  (On  the 
aspirations  of  the  Alexandrian  Bishops,  Athanasius,  Peter,  etc., 
and  the  successful  opposition  to  them  by  Leo,  see  chap.  IX.) 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  even  in  the  eyes  of  the  Orientals 
there  attached  to  the  Roman  Bishop  a  special  something,  which 
was  wanting  to  all  the  rest,  a  nimbus  which  conferred  upon 
him  a  peculiar  authority.  "    Yet  this  nimbus  was  not  sufficiently 

1  From  and  aftei-  Siricius  I.,  tlie  Roman  Bishops  maintained  that  it  was  their 
province  to  care  for  all  Chm-ches  (Constant.,  p.  659.  Ep.  6,  ch.  i).  On  the  relation 
of  Leo  I.  to  the  East,  and  to  tlie  fourth  Council,  see  Langen,  1.  c.  II.,  pp.  10  f.,  50  ff. 
The  phrase  ''our  fatherly  solicitude"  occurs  frequently  even  in  the  letters  of  his 
predecessors  to  the  East.  The  appeal  of  Cyril  to  Coelestine  is  very  important  in 
its  bearing  on  the  dignity  of  the  Roman  Chair ;  compare  the  language  of  tlae 
Roman  legate  at  the  Council  of  Ephesus  (Mansi  III.,  p.   1279  sq.). 

-  In  tlie  worlc  "Der  Papst  und  das  Concil  von  Janus"  (1869),  p.  93,  we  find 
this  passage.  "In  ihe  writings  of  tlie  doctoi-s  of  the  Greek  Church,  Eusebius. 
Athanasius,  Basil  the  Great,  the  two  Gregorys,  and  Epiphanius,  not  a  word  is  t<> 
be  found  of  peculiar  pregrogatives  being  assigned  to  a  Roman  Bishop.  Chrysostom. 
the  most  prolific  of  the  Greek  Fathers,  is  absolutely  silent  on  the  point,  and  so  als«  > 
are  the  two  Cyrils.  Basil  (Opp.  ed.  Bened.  III.  301,  Ep.  239  and  214)  has  expressed 
his  contempt  for  the  writings  of  the  Popes  in  the  strongest  terms  [in  the  affairs  of 
Marcellus]:  'these  proud  and  conceited  westerns,  who  would  only  fortify  heresy': 
even  if  their  letters  descended  from  heaven,  he  would  not  accept  them."  It  is  true 
that,  seeing  the  now  wide-spread  view  of  the  apostolic  succession  of  all  Bishops, 
the  prestige  of  the  Roman  Bishop  is  hardly  perceptible  in  the  East  at  the  be- 
ginning of  the  fourth  century,  and  that  he  had  to  fight,  i.e.,  to  wrest  for  himself 
the  position  which  liad  formerly  belonged  to  the  Roman  Church.  Therefore  the 
testimonies  to  a  special  dignity  being  possessed  by  the  Roman  Bishops  in  the  East 
in  the  fourth  century  are  in  fact  comparatively  scanty,  But  they  are  not  wanting — 
see,  e.g..  Greg.  Naz.,  Carmen  de  vita  sua  T.  II.,  p.  9,  and  Chrysostom,  Ep.  ad 
Innocent  I. — and  from  A.D.  380  this  dignity  bulked  more  largely  in  the  eyes  of 
Orientals,  though  indeed,  without  receiving  a  definite  and  fi.xed  meaning.  Very 
characteristic  in  this  respect  are  the  Cliurcli  Histories  of  Socrates  and  Sozomen, 
who  on  this  point  are  free  from  partiality,  and  reflect  the  universal  opinion.  But 
it  does  not  occur  to  them  to  doubt  that  the  Roman  Bishop  had  a  special  authority 
and  a  unique  relation  to  the  whole  Church  (see,  e.g.,  Socrat.  II.  8,  15,  17;  Soz. 
III.  8;  also  Theodoret's  letter  to  Leo  I.).  Instructive  here  are  the  collections  of  Leo 
Allatius  and  in  the  Innsbrucker  Theol.  Ztschr.,  1877,  p.  662  f.;  see  also  three 
treatises  by  the  Abbe  Martin :  "  Saint  Pierre,  sa  venue  et  son  martyre  a  Rome," 
in  the  Rev.  des  quest,  historiq.,  1873  (principally  from  oriental  sources);  "S.  Pien-e 
et  S.  Paul  dans  I'eglise  Nestorienne,"  Paris,  1875;  "S.  Pierre  et  le  Rationalisme 
devant  les  eglises  orientales,"  Amiens,  1876.  These  discussions,  though  in  part  un- 
critical,   are    very   full  of  matter.  Matt,  XVI,  18,  John  XXI.  18,  were  undoubtedly 
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bright  and  luminous  to  bestow  upon  its  possessor  an  unimpeach- 
able authority;  it  was  rather  so  nebulous  that  it  was  possible 
to  disregard  it  without  running  counter  to  the  spirit  of  the 
universal  Church.  And  it  gradually  became  fainter.  The  more 
completely,  after  the  middle  of  the  fifth  century,  the  internal 
relations  of  West  and  East  ceased,  and  the  more  strongly  the 
distinctively  Byzantine  spirit  could  assert  itself  in  the  diminished 
Church  of  the  East,  so  the  more  rapidly  declined  the  prestige 
of  the  Roman  Bishop.  Constantinople  put  an  end  to  it  in  its 
own  midst,  when  the  Roman  Bishop  set  up  claims  which  in  the 
fourth  and  fifth  centuries  had  been  palliated  by  actual  circum- 
stances and  the  necessities  of  the  time,  but  which  500  years 
afterwards  could  not  fail  to  be  felt  as  the  intrusion  of  an  alien 
spirit.  '  Yet,  in  spite  of  this,  the  idea  of  the  unity  of  the  Church 
still  held  its  ground  for  a  long  time.  After  Synods  ceased  to 
be  held,  the  influence  of  the  great  Patriarchates  throughout  the 
whole  Church  in  the  East  increased  "  —  though,  indeed,  the 
orthodox  Patriarchs  of  Alexandria,  Antioch,  and  Jerusalem,  had 
lost   their   real  importance ;  and  theoretically  the  dignity  of  the 

never  referred  in  tl:e  East  to  the  primacy  of  Rome  (see  Janus,  p.  97).  Still  in  any 
case  it  is  saying  too  little — even  for  the  period  about  the  year  A.D.  380 — to 
remark  as  Rade  does  (1.  c,  p.  137).  To  the  Orientals  the  Bishop  of  Rome  was  like 
the  rest,  only,  thanks  to  his  situation,  the  natural  representative  of  the  Churches  of 
the  western  half  of  the  Empire,  acting,  as  it  were,  as  correspondent  in  the  name 
of  the  Christians  of  the  West. 

1  The  prestige  of  the  Roman  Bishop  in  the  East  was  accordingly  on  the  in- 
crease from  the  beginning  of  the  fourth  till  the  middle  of  the  fifth  century,  i-e- 
mained  at  its  height  till  about  the  time  of  Justinian,  when,  however,  it  lost  its 
practical  importance,  and  then,  apart  from  the  events  about  A.D.  680  and  the  next 
decades,  slowly  declined,  yet  without  ever  being  wholly  destroyed.  The  Roman 
Chair  was  now  held  to  be  schismatic;  if  not  that,  it  would  still  have  been  the 
first.  Undoubtedly  there  was  a  strong  inclination  in  later  times  to  oppose  it  by 
advancing  the  see  of  Jerusalem,  the  seat  of  James,  but  it  was  not  possible  to  gain 
any  confidence  in  the  claim  of  the  latter  to  the  first  place.  See  on  the  criticism 
of  the  papacy  by  the  Greeks,  Pichler,  Gesch.  der  kirchl.  Trennung  zwischen  Or. 
u.  Occ,  1864;  Ilergenröther,  Photius,  3  Vols.  1867  ff  ;  Gass,  Symbolik,  p.  216  ff. ; 
Kattenbusch,  1.  c,  pp.  79 — 124.  It  was  a  settled  doctrine  of  the  Church  in  the  East, 
that  the  Church  has  no  visible  head. 

-  The  terms  rvpxvv/t;  and  Svvxo-rsix  are  first  used,  so  far  as  I  know,  in  reference 
to  Antioch,  /.^.,  against  Paul  of  Samos.  (Eus.  H.  E.  VII.  30),  after  Origen  had  already 
complained  of  the  ambition  of  the  Great  Bishops.  Socrates  has  expressed  himself 
very  frankly  about  this  matter. 
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Roman  Bishop  as  primus  inter  pares,  though  not  unassailed, 
was  embraced  in  that  of  the  great  Eastern  sees.  But  it  was 
never  made  clear  how  far  the  Patriarchs  in  their  collective  cap- 
acity really  constituted  an  authority  in  dogma :  there  is  not 
even  an  explicit  statement  that  they  did  form  such  an  authority. 
There  was  an  uncertainty  of  opinion  as  to  their  position  along- 
side of  and  in  the  Oecumenical  Synods.  '  Here  also  there  v/as 
an  absence  of  fixed  definitions.  The  Church  as  it  is,  with  its 
graduated  orders,  crowned  by  the  Patriarchs,  constituted  the 
tradition  and  the  authority.  But  the  authority  of  no  factor  in 
this  system  possessed,  when  isolated,  any  significance  whatever. 
It  might  not  assert  itself  at  the  expense  of  the  rest.  Its  dignity 
was  founded  on  its  being  a  part  of  antiqjiity. 

As  to  II.  This  at  once  involves  the  answer  to  the  second 
question  (see  p.  214).  The  assumption  that  the  Councils  were 
inspired  did  not  imply  any  power  on  their  part  to  deliver  new 
revelations  to  the  Church.  On  the  contrary,  they  proved  their 
peculiar  possession  of  the  Holy  Spirit  by  their  unfailing  testi- 
mony to  the  ancient  doctrinal  tradition. ''  But  in  that  case  the 
new    formulas    created    by    the    Councils    could   not    but   cause 

1  The  importance  of  the  four  Patriarchs — of  Constantinople,  Alexandria,  Antioch, 
and  Jerusalem — was  celebrated  here  and  there  in  lofty  expressions;  it  was  especially 
prominent  in  the  later  Symbols,  so-called,  of  the  Greek  Church  (see  Gass,  1.  c, 
p.  222  f.).  Their  presence  or  that  of  their  representative  was  even  held  to  be 
absolutely  necessary  at  an  CEcumenical  Synod ;  but  not  only  was  the  extent  of  their 
authority  never  defined,  but  the  essential  equality  of  all  Bishops  was  steadily  main- 
tained in  the  East ;  and  the  latest  development  of  the  Greek  Church,  />.,  its  dis- 
ruption into  perfectly  independent  National  Churches,  has  thrown  overboard  the 
whole  '•Constitution  of  the  Patriarchate',  which  in  all  ages  was  more  a  matter  of 
assertion  than  reality.  The  Bishop  of  Alexandria,  undoubtedly,  nearly  succeeded 
in  becoming  in  the  fifth  century  supreme  Bishop  of  the  East,  but  Leo  and  Pul- 
cheria  overthrew  him.  Kattenbusch  (1.  c.  p.  357  ff.)  furnishes  further  details  as 
to  the  "five  Patriarchs  as  symbolical  figures."  Has  the  Patriarchate  of  Rome  come 
to  an  end  in  the  view  of  the  Greek  Church?  In  the  abstract,  no;  in  the  concrete, 
yes. 

"  See  above,  p.  215  f.  Augustine  gives  utterance  to  a  very  remarkable  statement 
in  De  bapt.  c.  Donat.  II.,  4,  5:  "Quomodo  potuit  ista  res  (the  baptism  by  heretics) 
tantis  altercatioDum  nebulis  involuta,  ad  plenarii  concilii  luculentam  illustrationem 
confirmationemque  perduci,  nisi  primo  diutius  per  orbis  terrarum  regiones  multis 
hinc  atque  hinc  disputationibus  et  collationibus  episcoporum  pertractata  constaret?" 
Accordingly,  only  a  matter  which  had  already  become  ripe  for  decision  through 
frequent  deliberations  could  be  submitted  to  and  decided  by  a  Council. 
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oftence.  How  far  they  did  is  shown  by  the  history  of  the  dog- 
matic controversies.  Above  all,  the  unbiblical  catch-word  'con- 
substantial'  {'Of/.oov'Tioc),  for  a  time  directly  rejected  by  the 
Church,  only  won  acceptance  under  great  difficulties,  even 
among  those  who  had  little  or  no  objection  to  the  cause  it 
represented.  These  formulas  had  to  be  proved  in  some  way  or 
other  to  have  been  anciently  held.  For  'Of^oovo-iog  it  was  of  the 
highest  importance  that  a  Council  had  made  it  an  accomplished 
fact.  As  the  word  gradually  made  good  its  ground,  the  Coun- 
cil lay  far  enough  in  the  past  to  be  itself  regarded  as  belong- 
ing to  antiquity.  The  evidence  was  got  by  reasoning  in  a 
circle;  the  authority  of  the  Council  supported  the  word  which 
was  anything  but  old,  but  the  authority  of  any  Council  was 
dependent  on  its  rejection  of  all  innovations.  Numerous  pas- 
sages in  the  Fathers  furnished  material  in  confirmation  of  the 
later  formulas  —  which  were  never,  so  far  as  I  know,  bluntly 
deduced  from  unwritten  tradition  {7rxp^.'^0(nc  xypxCpog) ;  but  a 
strong  preference  was  shown  for  understanding  them  as  a  repe- 
tition of  the  Nicene  Symbol,  the  explication  being  disregarded, 
just  as  Irenaeus  in  his  time  had  passed  off  the  Symbol  unfolded 
in  an  antignostic  sense,  the  regula  fidei,  for  the  Symbol  itself, 
i.e.,  for  the  ancient  repository  of  the  truth.  In  spite  of  all  novel- 
ties, it  was  thus  contended  that  novelties  were  not  forthcoming 
in  the  Church.  Nay,  even  the  power  of  the  Councils  to  7infold 
doctrines  authoritatively  was  not  plainly  asserted  in  the  East; 
on  the  other  hand,  a  Western,  Vincentius  of  Lerinum,  did 
maintain  it,  and  essayed  to  furnish  a  theory  on  the  subject. 
After  the  uncertainties  of  the  Greeks  over  the  conception  of 
tradition,  we  really  breathe  freely  when  we  study  the  attempt 
of  this  man  to  introduce  light  and  certainty  into  the  question. 
However,  even  in  the  East,  the  younger  generation  now  and 
then  gave  the  older  Fathers  the  benefit  of  looking  at  their 
words  as  having  been  uttered  at  a  time  when  dogma  was 
not  yet  explained,  or  sharply  formulated.  Strictly  speaking, 
this  expedient  was  not  tenable  on  Greek  ground.  Only  a 
very    sparing    use    therefore    was    made  of  it  there,  '  while  the 

1    The    more    common    way    of   putting   it    in    the    East    was  that  the  writer  in 
question    had    failed    in    the    necessary    "•Akribeia"  (exactness),  ?>.,  he  could,  and 


230  HISTORY   OF   DOGMA  [Chap.  in. 

Catholic  West  employs  it  to  a  great  extent  up  to  the  present 
day. ' 

The  conception  of  tradition  is  accordingly  quite  obscure. 
The   hierarchical    element    does    not   in  theory  play  the  leading 

should,  have  clone  it  better  (sea,  above  all,  the  views  of  Photius).  But  it  was 
rarely  admitted  that  the  Church  at  the  time  referred  to  did  not  yet  possess  complete 
akribeia  in  dogma.  But  we  have  further  to  notice  here  that  a  distinction  was 
still  drawn  both  in  East  and  West  between  questions  of  faith,  in  the  strict  sense 
of  the  term,  and  theological  doctrines,  and  that  unity  in  the  former  was  alone 
demanded.  But  as  this  distinction  was  in  itself  obscure,  since  in  fact  questions  of 
faith  had  been  transformed  into  theological  and  scientific  ones,  so  in  the  East  it  became 
more  and  more  restricted,  though  it  was  never  wholly  effaced.  Augustine,  besides, 
still  laid  great  stress  on  this  distinction,  and  accepted  a  whole  group  of  theolo- 
gical doctrines  in  which  differences  did  not  endanger  unity;  the  passages  are  given 
in  Reuter,  Ztschr.  f.  K.-Gesch.  V.,  p.  363  ff.  But  if  '■  faith "  is  itself  a  doctrine, 
where  does  it  cease  and  the  doctrine  begin?  Besides  the  excuse  of  want  of  ac- 
curacy, which,  indeed,  involves  censure,  that  of  aTrAot/o-repov  ysy/JÄ^'e'":«' ^^'is  asserted. 
It  involved  no  fault.  Thus  Athanasius  writes  (De  Synod.  45)  of  the  Fathers  who 
in  A.D.  268  rejected  the  term  'O(j.oov<3-io(;  at  Antioch  :  xgp;  t^?  tov  viov  öeÖTviToi; 
xTT^oviTTspov  ypxcpovTSi;  ou  Kxreyi-jovTO  Trspi  rvii^  tov  öj^ova-iov  XKpißsix:;.  Precisely 
in  the  same  way  the  Homoiousiaus  at  Nice  excused  the  Niceue  Fathers.  Unique, 
so  far  as  I  know,  is  the  statement  of  Gregory  of  Naz.  (Orat.  31.28),  which  is  only 
explicable  from  the  still  wholly  confused  state  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Holy  Ghost  in  his 
time.  "As  the  O.  T.  declared  the  Father  clearly,  but  the  Son  more  vaguely,  so  the 
N.  T.  has  revealed  the  .Son,  but  only  suggested  the  divinity  of  the  Spirit"  [compare 
the  contentions  of  the  Montanists].  "Now,  however,  the  Spirit  reigns  among  us,  and 
makes  himself  more  clearly  known  to  us;  for  it  was  not  advisable  to  proclaim  the 
divinity  of  the  Son,  so  long  as  that  of  the  Father  was  not  recognised,  or  to  impose 
upon  the  former — if  we  may  use  such  a  bold  expression — that  of  the  Spirit,  while 
it  (viz.,  the  divinity  of  the  Son)  was  not  accepted."  We  may  in  this  passage  study 
the  distinction  between  Gregory  the  theologian  and  Athanasius. 

'  So,  aljove  all,  Augustine,  who  excused  Cyprian  in  this  way,  and  further,  set 
up  the"  general  rule  that  as  long  as  no  unequivocal  decisions  had  been  given  in  a 
question,  the  bond  of  unity  was  to  be  maintained  among  the  dissentient  Bishops 
(De  bapt.  c.  Donat.  II.  4,  5).  Augustine  thus  admitted  that  ecclesiastical  tradition 
did  not  at  every  moment  solve  all  questions  pending  in  the  Church.  The  Donatist 
and  Pelagian  controversy  roused  Western  theologians  to  reflect  on  tradition.  One 
fruit  of  this  reflection  was  the  Commonitorium  of  Vincentius  of  Lerinum,  unique, 
because  it  deals  professedly  with  the  question  of  tradition.  The  arguments  are 
decisive  of  Western  views,  but  the  book  did  not  extend  its  influence  into  the  East; 
there  the  ideas  about  tradition  remained  characteristically  indefinite.  A  short  analy- 
sis of  the  Commonitorium  is  necessary.  Let  it  be  noticed  that  it  is  ultimate!}' 
aimed  at  Augustine's  doctrine  of  grace  and  predestination,  l)ut  that  a  large  part 
of  the  rules  are  taken   from  that  theologian. 

After  a  preface,  in  wliich  Vincentius  remarks  that  lie  is  only  sketching  out  wliat 
he    had    received    from    the    past,  he  sets  side  by  side  Ihc  two  foundations  of  the 
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part  in  it.  The  apostolical  succession  has  in  theory  had  no  such 
thorough-going  importance  even  in  the  West  for  the  proof  of 
tradition  as  one  would  expect.  After  the  time  of  the  Councils 
the  authority  of  the  Bishops  as  bearers  of  tradition  was  wholly 

faith,  the  divine  law  (Holy  Scripture)  and  the  tradition  of  the  Catholic  Church  (i). 
The  former  is  sufficient  by  itself,  but  it  requires  the  latter  for  its  correct  explana- 
tion (2).  The  latter  embraces  what  had  been  believed  everywher-e^  at  all  twies^anA. 
by  all— or ^  at  least,  by  almost  all  priests  and  doctors  (3).  Accordingly,  the  following 
criteria  were  to  be  applied:  (a)  When  a  section  of  the  Church  renounced  the 
communion  of  the  Catholic  faith,  the  Christian  followed  the  great  communion; 
(b)  when  a  heresy  threatened  danger  to  the  whole  Church,  he  held  by  antiquity, 
"which,  certainly,  could  not  now  be  seduced";  (c)  when  he  came  upon  heresy  in 
antiquity  itself,  in  a  few  men,  or  in  a  city  or  province,  he  followed  the  decision 
of  a  General  Council;  (d)  if  no  such  Council  had  spoken,  he  examined  and  compared 
the  orthodox  doctors  and  retained  what — not  two,  or  three — but  all,  had  alike 
taught  clearly,  frequently,  and  persistently,  in  one  and  the  same  sense  (4).  These 
rules  are  illustrated  by  reference  to  the  dangers,  which  had  threatened  the  Church 
from  Donatism,  Arianism,  and  the  Anabaptists  (5 — 10).  At  this  point,  however, 
it  is  conceded  that  orthodox  teachers  might  have  and  had  fallen  into  error  on 
one  point;  nevertheless  they  were  blessed,  but  hell  received  the  Epigoni,  who,  in 
order  to  start  a  heresy,  took  hold  of  the  writings  of  one  or  other  of  the  ancients 
(as  the  Donatists  did  of  Cyprian's)  which  were  composed  in  obscure  language, 
and  which,  owing  to  the  obscurity  prevailing  in  them,  seemed  to  coincide  with 
their  teaching,  so  that  the  views  brought  forward  by  these  heretics  bore  not  to 
have  been  maintained  for  the  first  time  and  exclusively  by  them.  Such  people 
were  like  Ham  in  uncovering  the  shame  of  their  father  (11).  After  this  excursus 
the  author  adduces  proofs  from  Paul's  Epistles,  that  changes  in  the  creed,  in  short, 
any  kind  of  innovation,  coiistituted  the  worst  evil  (12 — 14).  In  order  to  prove  and 
tempt  his  own,  God  had  permitted  teachers  belonging  to  the  Church,  and  there- 
fore not  foisted  in  from  without,  to  essay  the  setting  up  of  new  tenets  in  the 
Church;  examples  are  taken  from  Nestorius,  Photinus,  and  Apollinaris ;  their  heresy 
is  described,  and  contrasted  with  the  true  faith  (15 — 22).  But  the  greatest  tempt- 
ation of  the  Church  was  due  to  the  innovations  of  Origen,  who  was  so  famous 
(23),  and  of  the  no  less  distinguished  Tertullian  (24).  Here  follows  a  detailed 
practical  application;  those  who  have  been  seduced  by  the  great  heretics  should 
unlearn  to  their  salvation,  what  they  have  learned  to  their  destruction;  they  must 
apprehend  as  much  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  as  can  be  grasped  by  the 
mind,  and  believe  what  they  cannot  understand;  all  novelty  is  wickedness  and 
folly;  in  making  innovations  ignorance  cloaks  itself  under  the  'scientific  spirit', 
imbecility  under  'enlightenment',  darkness  under  'light'.  The  pure  science  of  the 
worship  of  God  is  only  given  in  the  Catholic,  ancient,  and  harmonious  tradition 
(25 — 27).     Antiquity  is  really  the  thorough-going  criterion  of  the  truth. 

This  is  followed  by  the  second  part,  which  contains  the  most  original  matter. 
It  opens  with  the  question  whether  there  is  any  progress  in  the  Church  of  Christ 
in  religion.  This  is  answered  in  the  affirmative;  the  progress  is  'very  great'; 
but  it  consists  in  deepening,  not  in  altering.  It  is  organic  growth  of  kjtowledge 
both    on    the   part  of  individuals  and  the  Church  (28).     In  order  to  illustrate  this, 


232  HISTORY   OF   DOGMA  [Chap.  hi. 

spent  on  that  proof.  Yet  even  that  is  perhaps  saying  too  much. 
Everything  was  really  obscure.  So  far,  however,  as  the  Greek 
Church  has  not  changed  since  John  of  Damascus,  the  Greek  has  at 
present   a  perfectly  definite  sense  of  the  foundation  of  religion. 

use  is  made  figuratively  of  the  growth  of  the  child  and  plants ;  religion  is  fortified 
with  years,  expanded  with  time,  and  developed  more  subtly  with  age ;  yet  every- 
thing remains  really  what  it  was,  110  innovation  takes  place,  for  a  single  novelty 
would  destroy  everything  (29 — 31).  The  Church  is  intent  only  on  clearness,  light, 
a  more  subtle  differentiation  and  invigoration  of  doctrine.  What  then  did  it  ever 
seek  to  attain  by  the  decrees  of  Councils,  except  that  simple  belief  should  become 
more  definite,  supine  preaching  be  rendered  more  urgent,  and  that  a  wholly  in- 
dolent conduct  of  affairs  should  give  place  to  a  correspondingly  anxious  perform- 
ance of  duty  ?  "  Hoc  inquam  semper  neque  quidquam  prreterea,  hfereticorum  novitati  - 
bus  excitata  [that  then  is  admitted],  conciliorum  suorum  decretis  catholica  perfecit 
ecclesia,  nisi  ut  quod  prius  a  majoribus  sola  tradilione  susceperat,  hoc  deinde  pos- 
teris  etiam  per  scripture  chirographum  consignaret,  magnam  rerum  summam  paucis 
litteris  comprehendendo  et  flertivicjtie  propter  intclligentia:  hicem  ?ion  noz'iim  fidei 
sensum  novic  appcUationis  proprietate  signando "  (32).  As  compared  with  this  ad- 
mission, the  author  attacks  all  the  more  vigorously  the  'wicked  verbal  innovations' 
practised  by  all  heretics  {^^'^^^  34).  But  it  was  still  more  necessary  to  be  on  one's 
guard  when  heretics  appealed  to  Scripture — -as  e.g.^  the  Arians  did  to  predicates 
taken  from  the  Bible  against  the  term  '  OiJ-oovcrioc, — for  they  were  the  real  wolves 
in  sheeps'  clothing,  sons  of  the  devil,  for  the  devil  also  quoted  the  Bible  (35 — 37). 
All  that  was  necessary  to  meet  their  exposition  and  obtain  the  correct  sense,  was 
simply  to  apply  the  criteria  given  in  ch.  4.  (38).  The  last  of  these  was  the  search 
for  the  concordant  views  of  many  and  great  teachers,  when  a  Council  had  not 
yet  decided  the  question  concerned.  Then  follows  a  particular  instruction  which 
betrays  very  clearly  the  uncertainty  of  that  citerion.  It  was  to  be  applied,  not  to 
every  unimportant  question,  but  only,  at  least  for  the  most  part  only,  in  the  case 
of  the  rule  of  faithj  it  was,  further,  only  to  be  used  when  heresies  had  just  arisen, 
"before  they  had  time  to  falsify  the  standards  of  the  ancient  creed,  before  they 
could  by  a  wider  diffusion  of  the  poison  adulterate  the  writings  of  the  forefathers. 
Heresies  already  circulated  and  deeply  rooted  were  not  to  be  attacked  in  this 
way,  because  in  the  long  lapse  of  time  they  had  had  sufficient  opportunity  to  pur- 
loin the  truth"  ( ! ! ).  Christians  must  try  to  refute  these  ancient  heresies  by  the 
authority  of  Scripture  alone — accordingly  the  principle  of  tradition  is  declared  in- 
solvent; or  they  must  simply  be  avoided  as  having  been  already  condemned.  But 
even  the  pi-inciple  of  the  consensus  of  the  teachers  is  to  be  used  with  the  greatest 
caution;  it  is  strictly  guarded;  it  is  only  of  weight  when,  as  it  were,  a  whole 
Council  of  doctors  can  be  cited  (39).  But  in  that  case  no  one  is  entitled  to  dis- 
regard it,  for  the  ancient  doctors  are  the  'prophets  and  teachers'  ranked  by  Paul 
next  to  the  Apostles,  and  described  by  him  as  presented  to  the  Church  by  God. 
He  who  despises  them  despises  God.  We  must  cling  to  the  agreement  of  the  holy 
Churches,  which  are  holy  because  they  continue  in  the  communion  of  the  faith  (40). 
In  the  so-called  second  Commonitorium  (ch.  41 — 43)  there  is  first  a  recapitulation 
in    which   the  sufficiency  of  Scripture  as  source  of  truth  is  once  more  emphasised. 
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Besides  Holy  Scripture,  tradition  is  the  source  of  knowledge  of, 
the  authority  for,  the  truth;  and  tradition  is  the  Church  itself, 
not,  as  in  the  West,  governed  by  Rome,  as  a  sovereign,  living 
power,  but  in  its  immovable,  thousand-year-old  doctrines  and 
orders.  Even  Scripture  is  to  be  explained  by  the  tradition 
which  transmits  it,  although  Scripture  is  itself  to  some  extent 
the  caput  et  origo  traditionis.  But  tradition  still  really  presents 
itself  in  two  forms  as  it  did  among  the  earliest  Alexandrians : 
there  is  a  perfectly  official  form — now  that  of  the  Councils, 
and  one  more  profound  and  indefinite  — corresponding  to  the 
'  scientific  tradition '  [7:x?xho'Ji;  'yycc^riz-^)  of  the  ancient  Alex- 
andrians. 

3.      T/ie  ChtircJi.  ^ 

Cyril  of  Jerusalem  in  his  Catechisms  portrays  the  Church 
to  his  disciples  as  a  spiritual  communion.  But  in  explaining  the 
predicate  'catholic'"  he  completely  identifies  this  spiritual  com- 
munion with  the  empirical  Church.  It  is  called  'Ex)cA;^!7/flj,  be- 
cause it  summons  all  men  together,  and  unites  them  with  one 
another.  This  it  does  at  God's  command;  for  after  God  had 
rejected  the  first  community  as  the  *  synagogue  of  the  wicked ', 

It  is  then  shown  that,  at  the  Council  of  Ephesus  held  three  years  before,  no 
novelty  was  proposed,  but  decisions  were  based  on  the  sayings  of  the  Fathers. 
The  Fathers  are  named  singly  whose  works  were  publicly  read  there  (42).  Vin- 
centius  therefore  considered  that  the  authority  of  the  Council  consisted  wholly  in 
its  strict  adherence  to  the  testimony  of  tradition.  In  the  last  chapter  statements 
follow  to  the  same  effect  by  the  two  last  Roman  Bishops.  The  authority  of  the 
Roman  Chair  is  appended  'that  nothing  may  seem  wanting  to  completeness'. 
Perhaps  the  most  notable  feature  in  the  whole  of  Vincentius'  exposition  is  that 
the  Bishops  as  such — apart  from  the  Council — play  absolutely  no  part,  and  that, 
in  particular,  no  reference  is  made  to  their  Apostolic  succession  as  sharing  in  the 
proof  of  doctrine.  The  ancient  "  teachers "  are  the  court  of  appeal.  We  see  that 
Cyprian's  influence  was  not  so  far-reaching,  even  in  the  West,  as  one  should  have 
supposed.     The  proof  of  tradition  was  not  really  based  on  the  hierarchy. 

•  Compare  the  statements  of  Kattenbusch,  I.e.,  p.  330  ff.  The  East  never  arrived 
at  a  definite  theory  of  the  nature  and  features  of  the  Church. 

-  On  this  attribute  see  Vol.  II.,  p,  75,  n.  i.  From  the  middle  of  the  fourth 
century  the  clause  "xa<  [e/'c]  jit/«v  xyixv  xxio^tKijv  skkäviitixv''  must  have  stood  in 
the  Symbols  of  by  far  the  most  of  the  provincial  Churches  in  the  East.  The  iii; 
is  to  be  referred  also  to  the  Church. 
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because  they  had  crucified  the  Saviour,  he  built  out  of  the  heathen 
a  second  Church,  on  which  his  favour  rests ;  that  is  the  Church 
of  the  hving  God,  pillar  and  foundation  of  the  truth.  To 
it  alone  belong  the  predicates  one,  holy,  and  catholic ;  the 
communities  of  the  Marcionites,  Manichteans,  and  other  heretics 
are  societies  of  godlessness.  The  Church,  which  was  formerly 
barren,  is  the  mother  of  us  all ;  she  is  the  Bride  of  Christ.  In 
this  second  Church  God  has  appointed  Apostles,  Prophets,  and 
teachers,  and  miraculous  gifts  of  every  kind ;  he  has  adorned 
it  with  all  virtues,  proved  it  to  be  unconquerable  in  persecution, 
and  made  it  an  object  of  veneration  even  to  kings,  since  its 
boundaries  are  wider  than  those  of  any  secular  kingdom.  It  is 
called  Catholic  because  it  extends  over  the  whole  globe,  teaches 
all  necessary  dogmas  to  men  universally  and  unceasingly,  com- 
prehends and  leads  to  the  true  worship  of  God  all  men  with- 
out respect  of  class,  is  able  to  cure  all  sins  in  soul  and  body, 
and  possesses  in  its  midst  all  virtues  and  all  conceivable  gifts 
of  grace.  ' 

These  utterances  of  Cyril  concerning  the  Church  contain  the 
quintessence  of  all  that  has  ever  been  said  of  it  by  the  Greeks. " 
They  have  adorned  it  with  all  conceivable  attributes,  applying 
to  it  all  the  O.  T.  passages  descriptive  of  the  people  of  Israel.  ^ 
They  glorified  it  as  the  communion  of  faith  and  virtue,  and  as 
a  rule    clung    to    this  description  of  it  in  their  catechetical  and 

»    Cyril,  Cat.  XVIIL,  ch.  22—27. 

-  For  Western  doctrines  of  the  Cliurch  see  tlie  next  book.  But  they  are  not  so 
different  in  theory  from  those  of  the  East  as  some  suppose. 

^  The  Greeks  spoke  not  infrequently  of  the  "  state  "  or  "  city "  of  God ;  Origen 
had  already  used  the  term,  and  it  is  common  in  Eusebius.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
fine  combination  "Christ  and  the  Church  (as  bride)"  or  "the  Church  as  the  body 
of  Christ",  which  had  been  at  a  very  early  date  reduced  to  the  level  of  ahomilet- 
ical  or  rhetorical  view,  was  either  thrust  into  the  background,  or  superseded  by 
the  phrase  "Christ  and  the  individual  soul."  At  a  later  date,  the  proposition,  that 
Christ  is  the  head  of  the  Church,  was  often  asserted  against  the  Latins;  but  it 
was  not  very  effective:  for,  seeing  that  the  Greeks  granted  that  the  Church  was  a 
visible  body  in  the  common  sense  of  the  term,  their  thesis  that  this  visible  Church 
had  none  but  an  invisible  head  was  beset  with  difficulties.  Besides,  Origen  had  been 
attacked  as  early  as  about  A.D.  300,  because  he  had  explained  Adam  and  Eve  as 
referring  to  Christ  and  the  Church  (Socrates  H.  E.  III.  7),  thougli  this  allegory 
was  supported  by  a  very  ancient  tradition.  Tychonius  repeated  it. 
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homiletical  teaching.  '  Indeed,  their  position  was  here  so  far 
archaic,  that  they  either  did  not  mention  the  organisation  ot 
the  Church  at  all,  or — what  was  even  more  significant — they 
named  in  this  connection  the  Apostles,  Prophets,  teachers  and 
the  rest,  in  brief,  the  possessors  and  gifts  of  the  Spirit  (see 
above  in  Cyril).  We  find  the  same  teaching  even  in  John  ot 
Damascus,  who  in  his  great  work  on  dogma  has  given  no 
place  at  all  to  the  Church, "  and  in  the  later  so-called  Symbols 
of  the  Greek  Church.  ^  The  difficult  question,  which  Origen 
first  discussed,  and  which  Augustine  considered  so  thoroughly 
in  his  fight  with  Donatism — the  question  about  the  Church  as 
corpus  venini  (the  true  body)  and  corpus  perviixtum  (the  mixed 
body) — was  hardly  touched  on  in  the  East.  ^  When  we  read 
Greek  statements  as  to  the  Church — statements,  besides,  which 
are  altogether  few  in  number — we  not  infrequently  believe  that 
we  are  living  in  the  second  century,  nay,  before  the  Gnostic 
controversy.  We  must  not  perceive  in  this  attitude  of  the  Greek 
Fathers  any  sign  of  exceptional  maturity.  It  was  prescribed  to 
them,  on  the  one  hand,  by  natural  theology,  on  the  other,  by 
the  narrowness  of  their  view  of  the  task  of  the  Church.  Re- 
demption through  Christ  applied  in  intention  to  the  whole 
human  race,  which  meanwhile  was  always  simply  conceived  as 
the  sum  of  all  individuals.  In  its  result,  it  was  limited  by  the 
liberty  of  man  to  resist  salvation  through  sin.  The  Church  was 
really,  therefore,  nothing  but  the  sum  of  all  individual  believers 
in  heaven  and  upon  earth.  The  view  that  the  Church  was  the 
mother  of  believers,  a  divine  creation,  the  body  of  Christ,  was 
not  properly  carried  out  in  dogma.  Even  the  thought  that 
Christ  had  so  assumed  human  nature  that  all  it  experienced  in 
him  benefited  mankind,  was  only  applied— not  to  the  Church — 

1  There  are  very  numerous  instances  of  this,  and  most  of  all  in  the  influential 
Chrysostom.  Epiphanius'  contention  in  the  Expos,  tid.  cathol.,  ch.  3  is  worthy  of 
notice:  'O  ©eo?,  6  Itt;  ^tävtäv,  Viiü-i)  ®soc,  inrxpx^'  "^""'Q  ^'^  '^^i  xyiecQ  sKX^tja-fcxt; 
ysT/t^^s'ta-iv.  This  Jewish  Christian  rej^arded  the  Church  as  Israel,  and  its  Cod  as 
the  God  of  Israel;  see  what  follows. 

-    Langen,  Joh.  Damascenus,  p.   299  f. 

^    Gass,  1.  c,  p.  205  f. 

^    It  is  treated  in  the  later  Symbols;  see  Gass,  p.  206  f. 
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but  to  mankind  as  it  existed,  and  the  Eucharist  itself  did  not 
help  the  Church  to  a  special  place  in  dogmatics.  '  In  spite  of 
the  '  belief  in  one  holy  Catholic  Church '  [ttittsvsiv  iic  [j.iocy 
xyixv  y.x^oKiy.yiV  £y,yJ.'/i7ixv)  the  Church  was  no  dogmatic  concep- 
tion in  the  strict  sense  of  the  term.  It  did  not  form  a  link  in 
the  chain  of  the  doctrines  of  redemption.  And  that  is  not 
surprising.  Seeing  the  form  given  to  the  blessing  of  salvation, 
a  religious  conception  of  the  Church  could  not  be  obtained. 
All  was  contained  in  the  factors,  God,  mankind,  Christ,  the 
mysteries,  and  the  individual. 

But  occasion  was  given  to  draw  up  definitions  of  the  Church 
by  (i)  the  O.  T.  and  the  spurious  Jewish  Church,  (2)  heresy 
and  the  actual  organisation  of  the  Church,  (3)  the  administration 
of  the  mysteries,  (4)  and  the  fight  against  the  Roman  claims  to 
the  primacy.  As  regards  the  first  point,  all  that  was  necessary 
had  been  said  in  the  second  and  third  centuries ;  there  was  no- 
thing to  add ;  it  was  repeated  with  greater  or  less  animosity  to 
Judaism,  whose  history  appeared  sometimes  as  the  mysterious 
type  of  the  Church,  sometimes  as  its  antitype.  As  to  the  second 
and  third,  there  was  no  doubt  that  tJie  ChurcJi  zvas  the  true 
teacher  of  the  truth  '  and  the  legitimate  administrator  of  the 
mysteries.  '^  It  transmitted  the  y.xdyi'jig  (learning)  and  it  possessed 
the  mysteries.  Therefore  — and  of  this  there  was  no  doubt— it 
was  essential  to  her  to  have  the  organisation,  which  was  crowned 
by  Bishops  and  Councils,  and  priests  who  should  present  the 
sacrifices  and  judge  in  God's  stead.  Bishops  and  Councils  we 
have  spoken  of  above,  the  priests  and  their  duties  will  be 
discussed  in  Chap.  X.  ^  It  is  remarkable,  however,  that  the  latter 

'  Cyril  of  Alexandria  frequently  connects  the  Cliurch  with  the  incarnation  and 
the  Eucharist;  but  even  he  has  not  gone  beyond  the  homiletic  and  edifying  point 
of  view. 

•  Religious  truth,  however,  really  embraced  all  philosophy,  see  Anastasius  Sin., 
Vise  dux  (Migue,  Patrol.,  Vol.  89,  p.  76  sq.):  'OpioSo^ix  sa-riv  x^svSiji;  Trspi  ®sov 
Koit  KTi'trswi  i/7roA)f4//s  i)  'svvotx  TFspi  TTxvTcav  xhvj^z^  i)  höix  TcS-j  'ovTMv  xxSxTTsp  sta-iv. 

3  Damalas  has  given  a  very  pregnant  summary  of  the  old  Patristic  conception 
'H  opioSoioi;  TTia-Tit;  (1877)  p.  3  :  1^  ^g  Tr/a-rit;  xlirti  sit;  tvjv  (itxv  xylxv  Kxio^ixiiv  kxI 
ccTToa-roÄinijv  skk^^io-ixv  sitti  7rs7roBvj(nz,  ot'  xvTi^  sa-Tiv  6  <popsv(;  ri^(;  Se/xt;  x^P''''"'^ 
Ti)5  evSeixwix-svyji;  sic;  Suo  rtvx,  TzpÜTOV  oti  xvt>i  sutIv  6  xf^xvixtrrot;  StSxa-xxÄo^  t^q 
Xpio-Tixvixi^i;  x}i>i5sixi;  kxi  SsuTspov  6  yvvjirtoi;  tüv  /xt/a-Tijp/wv  olxovoiJ-Oi. 

■*    See  Katteabusch,  1.  c,  pp.  346  ff.,  357  ff.^  393  ff. 
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is  brought  more  to  the  front  than  the  former.  The  P.seudo- 
areopagite  was  not  the  first  to  make  his  view  of  the  Church 
depend  essentially  on  the  mysteries,  and  to  regard  the  hierarchy 
primarily  as  performers  of  the  sacred  rites ;  he  only  completed 
what  Ignatius,  Clement,  the  first  draft  of  the  Apostolic  Consti- 
tutions, Chrysostom  de  sacerdotio,  '  and  many  others  had  developed 
before  or  contemporaneously  with  him.  The  Church  had  been 
entrusted  to  the  Bishops,  because  they  constituted  the  living 
representation  of  God  on  earth,  the  vicars  of  Christ,  participators 
in  the  activity  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  therefore  the  source  of 
all  sacraments.  They  were  much  less  thought  of  as  successors 
of  the  Apostles;  the  Church  was  the  legacy  not  of  the  Apostles, 
but  of  Christ,  and  the  dwelling  place  of  the  Holy  Spirit.  ' 

In  the  polemic  against  the  Roman  claims  to  supremacy,  the 
view  was  strongly  emphasised  that  Christ  is  the  foundation  and 
sole  head  of  the  Church,  and  this  principle  was  opposed  even 
to  an  exaggerated  estimate  of  the  Apostles  in  general  and  Peter 
in  particular. 

"  He  who  secedes  from  the  Church,  withdraws  himself  at  the 
same  time  from  the  influences  of  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  it  is  not 
easy    to    find    a  wise  man  among  the  heretics";*  but  on  what 

'  See  Vol.  III.  4 — 6,  VI.  4;  also  the  Homily  on  the  day  of  his  ordination  as 
priest,  Montfaucon  I.,  p.  436  sq. 

2  Of  course  the  Church  was  conscious  of  being,  and  called  itself  "  apostolic." 
But  it  is  perhaps  not  a  mere  accident  that  this  predicate  is  not  so  stereotyped 
in  the  Symbols  and  other  official  manifestoes  as  the  rest — unity,  holiness  and 
catholicity.  The  otherwise  substantially  identical  expositions  by  the  Greek  Fathers 
of  the  word  "catholic"  have  been  collected  by  Söder,  Der  Begriff  der  Katholicität 
der  Kirche  und  des  Glaubens  (1881),  pp.  95  ff.,  iio  ff.,  113  f.,  115  f.  "Catholic" 
was  equivalent  to  orthodox  even  before  Eusebius,  as  is  shown  by  the  interpolations 
of  the  word  into  the  Martyrium  Polycarpi.  That  this  word  was  interpolated  I  have 
tried  to  prove  in  "The  Expositor,"  1885,  Dec,  p.  410  sq.  It  may  be  in  place  here 
to  remark  generally  that  the  copyists  are  least  to  be  trusted  in  the  case  of  such 
predicates  as  were  current  at  a  later  date- — e.g.^  as  regards  words  like  "bearer  of 
God "  "  Homoousios  ",  "  Catholic "  etc.  The  Monophysites  especially  made  great 
efforts  to  introduce  their  catch-words  into  older  writers.  Even  to-day  the  Armenians 
are  not  to  be  trusted. 

3  Heretics  and  Schismatics  were  more  and  more  identified;  see  the  so-called 
6th  Canon  of  Constantinople,  A.D.  381  (it  really  dates  from  A.D.  382) :  cetpsTtxoin; 
Äsyofj.ev    Tcvi;    re    7rx\xi    ri??    SKK^.yiTicc;    XTroy.yipvx^^vrxq  xxi  tov(;  fisrx  rxvrx  v<p^ 
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points  the  unity  of  the  Church  was  based  has  not  been  made 
clear.  It  first  appears  as  if  faith  and  virtue  were  sufficient,  but 
participation  in  the  mysteries  of  the  Church,  and  submission 
to  its  organisation  and  tradition  were  added ;  indeed  these  in 
practice  took  the  first  place.  Yet  the  organisation  of  the  Church 
was  not  really  carried  higher  than  the  Bishops,  in  spite  of  all 
the  empty  words  used  about  the  Patriarchs :  the  Church  was 
orthodox  and  perfect,  because  it  offered  a  security  in  its  episcopal 
and  priestly  constitution  that  it  was  the  ancient  mstitution  founded 
by  Christ.  In  this  conviction — we  can  hardly  call  it  a  doctrine — 
the  Church  became  more  and  more  narrow;  it  made  itself 
a  holy  piece  of  antiquity. ' 

But  after  the  close  of  the  fifth  century  it  ceased  to  be  the 
one  CJiurcJi.  Tradition,  which  had  been  created  to  maintain  the 
unity  of  the  Church,  served  in  the  end  to  split  it  up,  because 
national  and  local  traditions,  views,  and  customs  had  been 
received  into  it  to  an  increasing  extent.  The  great  cleavage  into 
Catholic  and  Novatian  Catholic  was  not  yet  determined,  or 
supported  by  national  considerations.  The  division  into  Graeco- 
Roman  Catholicism  and  Germanic  Arianism  did  owe  its  dura- 
tion to  opposite  national  tendencies.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
disruption  of  the  Eastern  Church  into  the  Byzantine  (Roman) 
and  the  Oriental  (Nestorian-Syrian.Jacobitish-Syrian,  Coptic,  and 
Armenian)  rested  entirely  on  national  antitheses,  and,  preserved 
mainly  by  the  monks  who,  in  spite  of  all  their  renunciation  of 
the  world,  have  always  adopted  a  National  Church  attitude,  has  • 
continued  up  to  the  present  day.  Now,  after  the  schism  had 
further  taken  place  between  the  Byzantine  (Neo-Roman)  and  the 
Roman  branches,  the  Church  was  divided  into  three  (four)  great 
territories  distinguished  by  their  nationality :  the  Germano-Roman 

i^/zwv  uvxieiu.c>:Tio-d£vTXC.  Trpb^  §e  rovroii;  xxi  tovi;  ti^v  ttio-tiv  ij.sv  tJjv  vyiii  -rpoa-- 
TToioviiivoui;  oiioÄoyslv,  x'Tvoryx'^crcarxc,  Ji  y.oil  xvrnrvjxyovTXi;  toIc,  y.xMO'jiKo'ic,  -/iijcüv 
STncraoTroiq. 

•  The  question  wliether  the  holiness  of  Christians  was  founded  on  being  members 
in  the  Church — initiatioii  into  it — or  depended  on  personal  virtue  was  not  decided 
in  the  East,  but  it  was  never  even  definitely  put.  The  cause  of  this  vagueness  existed 
ultimately  in  the  obscurity  which  prevailed  among  the  Creeks  in  reference  to  the 
relation  of  natural  theology  and  dogma  in  general;  see  on  this  the  following 
chapters. 
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West  (Rome),  the  countries  on  the  ^gean  sea  (Constantinople), 
and  the  East  spHt  into  Nestorianism  and  Monophysitism.  Each 
had  its  own  pecuUar  traditions  and  authorities.  The  Orientals, 
though  rent  asunder  and  quarrelling  with  each  other,  felt  that 
they  formed  a  unity  compared  with  the  two  other  sections,  i.e., 
the  "Romans,"  and  could,  in  reply  to  the  "bragging  of  the 
Romans,"  point  to  a  hundred  marks  which  revealed  the  superi- 
ority of  their  Churches.  They  regarded  their  land  as  the  cradle 
of  the  human  race,  their  Church  as  the  primitive  home  of  religion ; 
and  if  Jerusalem  was  no  longer  in  their  possession,  yet  they 
still  had  the  ancient  site  of  Paradise.  '  The  Neo-Romans  boasted 
of  their  Patriarchate,  their  unchanged  faith,  and  their  nation, 
which  took  no  part  in  the  crucifixion  of  Christ,  in  which 
the  Romans  and  Barbarians  had  made  common  cause.  The 
Romans,  finally,  had  the  chiefs  of  the  Apostles,  Peter  and 
Paul,  and  the  Pope,  Peter's  successor,  with  the  secular  power 
committed  to  him  by  Christ  and  Constantine.  The  common 
foundation  of  these  Churches  was  not  solid  enough  to  resist  the 
elements  that  were  dissolving  it.  Nationality  was  stronger  than 
religion. 

Literature. — Jacobi,  Die  kirchliche  Lehre  von  der  Tradition  u. 
heil.  Schrift.,  Part  I.,  1847.  Holtzmann,  Kanon  u.  Tradition, 
1859  (does  not  discuss  to  any  extent  the  Church  in  antiquity). 
Söder,  Der  Begriff  der  Kathohcität  der  Kirche,  1881.  Seeberg, 
Studien  zur  Geschichte  des  Begriffs  der  Kirche,  1885.  Katten- 
busch,  1.  c.  There  is  much  material  in  Schwane,  also  in  the 
writings  which  passed  between  Old  Catholics  and  Roman 
Catholics  after  A.D.   1869. 

'  See,  e.g.^  Elias  of  Nisibis,  Proof  of  the  truth  of  the  faith  (Ed.  by  Horst,  1886, 
p.   112  ff.). 


240  HISTORY   OF   DOGMA  [Chap.  hi. 

A. — Presuppositions   of  the    Doctrine    of  Redemption,    i 
or  Natural  Theology. 

"Natural  Theology"  did  not  pass  through  any  very  thorough- 
going development  in  the  Greek  Church;  but  it  reveals  differ- 
ences, according  as  Aristotelianism  or  Neoplatonism  prevailed. 
By  Natural  Theology  we  are  to  understand  the  complex  of 
conceptions  that,  according  to  the  view  then  held,  formed  the 
self-evident  and  certain  contents  of  the  human  mind,  which  was 
only  held  to  be  more  or  less  darkened  (see  Chap.  II.).  These 
conceptions,  however,  arose  in  fact  historically,  and  corresponded 
to  the  degree  of  culture  at  which  the  ancient  world  had  arrived, 
especially  through  the  work  of  the  Greek  Philosophers.  We 
can  divide  them  appropriately  into  doctrines  concerning  God 
and  concerning  man.  But  changes  also  took  place  in  pro- 
portion to  the  growing  influence  exerted  on  these  conceptions 
by  the  words  of  the  Bible  literally  understood.  Nevertheless 
the  fundamental  features  remained  in  force;  yet  they  were  dis- 
placed and  confused  by  foreign  material  during  the  period 
from  Origen  to  John  of  Damascus. 


-PRESUPPOSITION  OF  DOCTRINE  OF  REDEMP- 
TION OR  NATURAL   THEOLOGY. 


.     CHAPTER    IV. 

PRESUPPOSITIONS   AND   CONCEPTIONS   REGARDING   GOD, 
THE   CREATOR,    AS   DISPENSER   OF   SALVATION. 

§   I.    TJie  Doctrine  of  God.    Its  Method. 

The  main  features  of  the  doctrine  of  God  were  those  famihar 
from  the  theology  of  the  Apologists,  as  they  were  partly  fixed  and 
partly  supplemented  by  the  fight  with  Gnosticism,  Specula- 
tions on  the  Deity  as  a  Trinity  {rpixc)  modified  but  little  the 
general  doctrine  of  God  (yet  see  attempts  in  Augustine,  De 
trinitate) ;  for  the  unity,  simplicity,  indivisibility,  and  unchange- 
ableness  of  God  were  at  the  same  time  maintained  most  defin- 
itely :  in  other  words,  the  Father  alone  was  almost  always 
regarded  as  "root  of  the  Deity"  ij'iC^ct.  tvis  ÖsÖTy/Tog),  where  the 
Deity,  in  its  essential  being,  was  described  in  comparison  with 
the  world.  The  ultimate  reason  of  this  was  that  theology 
counted  on  a  general  intelligence  for  its  general  doctrine 
of  God,  and  therefore  had  recourse  to  natural  religion  and 
theology,  ?'.  e..  to  the  results  of  Greek  philosophy.  It  was 
indeed  admitted  by  many  Fathers  (see  esp.  Athanasius,  De 
incarn.)  that  men  could  know  the  Deity  from  creation  only 
dimly,  if  at  all ;  and  that  therefore  the  manifestation  of  God  in 
Christ  alone  made  it  possible  to  recognise  the  nature  of  God 
as  the  undivided,  spiritual  and  good  Lord  of  the  World.  But, 
in  fact,  it  was  only  a  question  of  more  or  less  as  regards  the 
natural  knowledge  of  the  spiritual  and  good  God,  the  Creator. 
Other  Fathers,  especially  those  influenced  by  Aristotle,  declared 
the  knowledge  of  God  in  its  whole  extent  to  be  innate  (see 
Arnobius),    or,    a    knowledge    to    be   constantly   tested   by   the 

i6 
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observation  of  nature.  No  difference  is  here  caused  by  the  fact 
that  some  Fathers  have  described  the  existence  of  God  and  his 
distinctive  nature  as  capable  of  proof,  others,  as  incapable ;  for 
the  latter  only  rejected  the  proof  in  so  far  as  God  could  not 
be  discovered  by  means  of  deduction  from  a  prhis.  The 
psychological,  cosmological, '  and  natural  theological  proofs  were 
not  despised  by  them  in  meeting  Atheism,  Polytheism,  Mani- 
chaeism,  etc.  We  already  find  in  Augustine  suggestions  of  an 
ontological  proof. "  All  these  evidences  were,  indeed,  given 
subject  to  the  proviso,  that  all  knowledge  of  God  must  be 
traced  back  to  God  himself,  that  it  became  indistinct  in  pro- 
portion to  man's  alienation  from  God,  and  that  the  revelation 
of  Scripture  first  rendered  everything  clear  and  certain. 

Further,  it  was  expressly  contended  that  God,  as  the  infinite 
one,  was,  strictly  speaking,  incapable  of  being  known,  because 
his  nature  could  not  be  described  by  any  predicate.  But  this 
inscrutability,  so  far  as  represented  in  the  avowal  "whatever 
the  creature  is,  that  God  is  not,"  was  held — and  with  this 
the  Neoplatonists  were  agreed — to  be  the  valuable  and  true 
knowledge  (Äthan,  ad  monach.  2  :  "even  if  it  is  not  possible 
to  comprehend  what  God  is,  it  is  possible  to  say  what  he  is 
not:"  YM  si  [jJ/i  ^vvxrh  zxrxP.xßsiÖxi  ri  etxri  0fcV,  xaXo,  Ivyxroy 
iiTTsh,   t/   cvx   sTTiv).  ^      The    revelation  through  the  Logos  only 

1  The  influence  of  Aristotle  is  first  conspicuous  in  Diodore  of  Tai'sus,  who  re- 
produced independently  the  cosmological  proof  of  Aristotle  (see  Photius,  Biblioth. 
223).  From  the  sixth  century  it  is  evident  in  the  majority  of  the  Fathers,  and 
especially  John  of  Damascus.  See  De  fide  orthod.  I.  3  (12):  Everything  perceptible 
by  the  senses,  as  also  the  higher  world  of  spirits,  is  subject  to  change;  therefore 
it  must  have  had  a  beginning,  and  been  created.  There  must  accordingly  exist  a 
being  who  created  it,  and  that  is  God.  Two  other  proofs  are  found  in  John  of  Dam. 

-  Augustine's  line  of  argument  was  first  to  demonstrate  rules  of  human  thought, 
which  accordingly  transcended  it.  These  rules — -logical  and  ethical — he  stated  to 
be  truths^  their  sum  being  the  Uuth.  This  truth  was  a  living  power,  accordingly 
it  existed.  Thus  the  way  to  the  existence  of  God  was  given;  see  esp.  De  lib.  arbitr.  II. 
3 — 15,  but  the  thought  is  also  suggested  elsewhere  in  his  writings,  e.g.^  the  Confessions. 

3  In  this  the  great  majority  of  the  Fathers  were  agreed.  Augustine  describes  (De 
doctr.  I.  6)  the  impossibility  of  declaring  God,  in  a  way  that  coincides  word  for 
word  with  the  tenets  of  the  Basilidians  (Flippol.,  Philos.  VII.  20).  Augustine  writes: 
"Diximusne  aliquid  et  sonuimus  aliquid  dignum  deo?  Immo  vero  nihil  me  aliud 
quam  dicere  voluisse  sentio;  si  autem  dixi,  non  hoc  est  quod  dicere  volui.  Hoc 
unde  scio,  nisi  quia  deus  ineffabilis  est,  quod  autem  a  me  dictum  est,  si  ineffabile 
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went  beyond  this  in  that  it  established  this  knowledge  regarding 
the  infinite  Spirit  and  his  inexpressible  nature,  and  made  it 
possible  to  perceive  him  in  his  likeness.  '  The  Fathers  influenced 
by  Neoplatonism,  however,  assumed  further  that  the  contempla- 
tive ascetic,  who  was  on  the  way  to  deification,  could  gain  a 
direct  vision  of  God  in  all  his  splendour,  a  conception  which  the 
Areopagite  has  combined  with  a  scholastic  theory  of  the  know- 
ableness  of  God  by  negation,  eminence,  causality. " 

esset,  dictum  non  asset?  Ac  per  hoc  ne  iueffabilis  quidem  dicendus  est  deus,  quia 
et  hoc  cum  dicitur,  aliquid  dicitur.  Et  fit  nescio  quae  pugna  verborum,  quoniam 
si  illud  est  inefifabile,  quod  dici  non  potest,  non  est  ineffabile,  quod  vel  ineffabile 
dici  potest."  Basilides:  "Eitt;  yxp,  (piia-iv,  sxelvo  ovx  xtt^üq  xppijTOv,  0  ovofjix^STxr 
xppyjTOv  yovv  xvto  x.x^oiJiJ.B)/.,  inslvo  $£  oi/Ss  xppvfTOV  y.xi  yxp  to  oii^^  xpp-^TOv  oiiK 
xppi^TOv  ovO(j.xl^STXi^  xK^x  'i<7Ti,  4»jo-/v,  i/TTepxvcii  TTavTot;  ov6(j.XT0!;  ovoi-tx^oiiivov.  Men 
were  therefore  at  the  point  already  reached  by  Basilides'  followers  in  the  second 
century.  Even  Catechumens  were  taught  this;  see  Cyril,  Cat.  VI.,  ch.  2:  ol  to  ri 
irrri  ®io(;  h^ifyovfieSx  .  .  .  sv  to7?  yrspt  @£ov  (jCsyxAyf  yvuertQ  to  tjJv  xyvaia-ixv  Ofj-oKoysiv. 
Similar  teaching  is  very  frequent  in  Plotinus.  In  the  Vita  Plot,  of  Porphyry,  ch.  23, 
the  supreme  God  is  thus  defined:  0  0eo?  0  ij.'^ts  (xopcpiiv  livjrs  tivx  tSsxv  e%wv, 
vTTep  Se  vouv  >cxi  xxv  to  vojjtov  iSpviiSvo^. 

1  The  Dogmatics  of  John  of  Damascus  begin  with  John  I.  18,  Matt.  XI.  17, 
and  I  Cor.  II.   11. 

2  The  striking  contention  of  some  disciples  of  Lucian  (according  to  Philostor- 
gius),  and  the  most  extreme  Arians,  Eunomius  and  Aetius,  but  not  Arius  himself, 
that  men  could  know  the  nature  of  God  as  well  as  God  himself  did,  and  as  well 
as  they  knew  themselves,  is  most  closely  connected  with  their  Christology  and 
their  Aristotelianism.  When  the  orthodox  Fathers  argued  that  the  indescribable  God 
could  only  be  perceived  in  the  Logos  and  through  his  work,  and  that  God  therefore 
would  have  been  unknowable  had  not  the  Logos  been  his  image,  possessed  of  a 
like  nature,  those  Arians  had  to  meet  the  objection  by  emphasising  even  in  the 
course  of  the  christological  controversy,  the  possibility  of  knowing  God  directly. 
In  taking  up  this  position  they  had  of  course  to  leave  the  nature  of  God  out 
of  the  question,  and  to  confine  themselves  to  his  will,  as  it  had  been  clearly 
manifested  in  creation,  and  the  preaching  of  the  truth  by  the  Logos.  But  this  to 
them  was  no  limitation;  for  they  only  attached  importance  in  the  first  place  to 
the  knowledge  of  the  divine  will,  and  secondly  to  the  renewed  submission  of  men 
to  the  sovereignty  of  the  divine  will :  (not  to  participation  in  the  divine  nature, 
unless  in  so  far  as  that  was  already  involved  in  the  original  equipment  of  man; 
see  Socrates  IV.  7;  Epiph.  H.  LXXVI.  4,  and  the  counter-ol)servations  of  the 
Cappadocians).  Their  expositions  ai-e  exceded  by  the  Areopagite's  completely  Neo- 
platonic  theology,  from  which,  meanwhile,  Augustine  in  one  of  his  lines  of  thought 
was  not  far  removed.  The  Areopagite  already  adopted  the  position  that  ruled  for 
more  than  a  thousand  years,  in  which  the  contention  that  God — by  reason  of  his 
splendour  — was  absolutely  unknowable,  was  balanced  by  the  mystical  assumption 
of   a  sensuous,  suprasensuous  knowableness  in  virtue  of  the  fusion  of  the  mind  of 
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§  2.     TJie  Doctfijie  of  God's  Nature  and  Attributes. 

The  Being  of  God  was  immortal  substance  and  was  primarily- 
defined — as  already  results  from  the  method  of  knowing  God — 
by  affirming  that  he  was  without  beginning  or  end,  that  he 
was  a  spirit  and  the  supreme  First  Cause,  all  which  predicates 
were  proved  in  connection  with  the  proofs  of  his  existence. 
The  deity  is  the  pneumatic  "Ov  which,  because  it  is  not  the 
world,  is  supramundane,  simply  governing  the  world,  the  one, 
indivisible,  imperishable,  unchangeable,  supremely  good  and 
impassive  being,  to  which,  in  the  strict  sense,  a  real  existence 
alone  belongs :  the  Fathers  influenced  by  Aristotelianism 
emphasised  especially  the  spiritual  power  which  determined  its 
own  aims  and  the  causality  of  the  deity.  God  is  the  intelligible 
reality  and  infinite  reason.  So  far  as  it  is  maintained  of  this 
being  (seciindiini  homineni)  that  he  is  good,  the  predicate 
affirms  nothing  but  that  he  is  perfect,  /.  e.,  is  completely  self- 
sufficient  and  possesses  blessedness  in  himself  and  therefore  is 
not  envious — see  esp.  Athanasius  adv.  pagan.,  also  the 
Catechisms  of  Cyril.  But  the  goodness  of  the  Deity  was  also 
established  from  the  fact  of  the  revelation  of  God,  first  from 
creation,  and  here  meant  that  God,  since  he  is  the  gracious 
one,  willed  that  creatures  should  participate  in  his  blessedness, 
and  carried  out  his  intention  under  all  circumstances. 

Augustine  broke  through  this  natural  conception  of  the 
goodness  of  God;  for  he  understands  by  the  Deity  as  sunumnn 
bonuui  the  power  of  love  which  takes  hold  of  man,  and  leads 
him  from  worldliness  and  selfishness  to  peace  and  felicity.  But 
even  in  Augustine  this  idea  is  intimately  connected  with  the 
natural  view. 

As  regards  the  divine  attributes,  the  Fathers  sought,  while 
speaking   of  such,    to    keep   clear    of  the  idea  of  a  plurality  in 

God  with  the  miud  of  man.  To  hun  also  we  trace  back  the  theology  of  affirmation 
and  negation  (kataphatic  and  apophatic) — the  thing  had,  indeed,  been  very  long 
in  existence — i.e.^  the  method  of  making  statements  about  God  via  etnmenticz  and 
via  negationis ;  see  his  Letters,  the  work.  De  divinis  nominibus,  and  the  beginning 
of  the  tractate,  De  mystica  theologia.  The  importance  of  John  of  Damascus  consists 
for  posterity  in  his  having  united  the  Neoplatonic  and  Aristotelian  elements  in  his 
doctrine  of  God;  see  De  fide  orthod.  I.   i — 4. 
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God,  or  conceptions  of  anything  accidental.  It  is  only  for 
human  thought  that  the  absolute,  perfect,  homogeneous  Being 
has  attributes  assigned  to  him,  as  varied  representations  of 
him  in  relation  to  the  finite.  The  elevation  above  time  and 
space  presented  itself  as  eternity  and  omnipresence ;  the  latter 
attribute  at  the  same  time  was  the  root  of  omniscience  and 
omnipotence.  Omnipotence  was  limited  by  the  Fathers  by  two 
thoughts :  it  was  circumscribed  by  the  good  will  of  God,  and 
it  left  scope  for  human  liberty.  ^  Origen's  thesis  of  the  limitation 
of  omniscience  found  no  supporters  in  later  times. 

From  the  goodness  (perfection)  of  God "  all  conceivable 
ethical  qualities  were  deduced.  But  they  did  not  obtain  their 
due  significance,  because  the  abstract  idea  that  God  was  the 
reqidter,  i.  e.,  rewarded  the  good  and  punished  the  wicked, 
formed,  in  spite  of  all  Neoplatonic  philosophy,  the  foundation 
of  the  whole  conceptions  of  God,  in  so  far  as  ethics  were  taken 
into  account  at  all.  This  view,  however,  which  was  considered 
the  "natural"  one,  readily  became  indifferent  to  the  thought 
that  men  as  God's  creatures  are  dependent  on  him,  that  they 
are  meant  to  form  an  inner  unity,  and  that  their  life  is  con- 
ducted to  a  definite  goal;  in  other  words,  it  endangered 
the  religious  view  of  Christianity.  It  gave  man  complete  in- 
dependence in  presence  of  God.  and  broke  mankind  up  into  a 
group  of  disconnected  individuals.  It  descended  from  Judaism 
and  the  ancient  world — the  gods  are  just,  because  they  reward 
and  punish,  the  two  facts  being  conceived  in  coordination. 
This    view,  further,  was    entitled  to  its  place  within  the  narrow 

1  Along  with  all  fatalism  and  astrology  the  Greek  Fathers  also  unanimously 
rejected  the  idea  that  God's  prescience  acted  as  fate  and  was  the  first  cause  of 
human  actions,  or  that  prophecy  controlled  the  course  of  events.  It  was  rather 
taught  that  prescience  was  consequent  to  the  event  perceived  beforehand.  But 
Augustine  was  not  perfectly  satisfied  with  this  idea.  He  deepened  it  through  tlie 
thought  that  the  sum  of  all  that  happened  was  before  God  in  an  eternal  7i(nu. 

'  But  of  this  tlie  saying  of  Gregory  of  Xyssa  is  true  (Tfp<  ■^^X-  '*•  xvxo-txt- 
Dehler,    p.  92):    TIxvtö!;    tzyxiov    e-Triy.siy/x  ii  Qsix  ^vo'ii;-,  to  ol  xyxOov  xyxSii  (piÄcv 

TTÄVTft)?,    Six    TOVTO    CXVTijV    ß^S'!rOV<7X    Kxl    0    '^X^'    ^^^^'     ^^'    0    ^^Af;     ?%£'    olhi'J  TCOV  's'^M- 

ÖSV  £;?  ixvTOv  Ssx'^l^^^l-  "ESw  Ss  xlirvic;  oiiosv^  Ort  fJ-i]  ^  y.xyjx  l^ovy;,  iiric,  y.x-j 
TTxpxSotov  >7,  ev  Tftj  i^ii  slvxi  TO  slvxi  ex^i-  ov  yxp  «A/>j  t/?  sffTi  y.xy.ix^  ysvsiric,  si 
(/.ij    i)    Tov    'ovTOi    o'Tspiiij-iQ.   To  Se  xvpiüji;  'iv  v   tcv   xyxOcO  t^vTii;  s<TTtv   o  ciiv  iv  tZ 

Ovrt    OVK    iVTIV,    SV    Till    (J.i\    slvXl    TTX-JTClH;    S<jTIV. 
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horizon  of  the  citizens  of  ancient  communities,  '  but  while  it 
could  not  be  omitted  from  Christianity,  it  required  to  be  sub- 
ordinated to  a  higher  thought.  Accordingly,  significant  ten- 
dencies to  correct  the  prevalent  system  of  thought  were  not 
wanting  on  the  part  of  the  Fathers.  Origen  had  already  tried 
to  regard  the  righteousness  of  God  as  a  form  of  his  loving 
discipline;  the  conception  that  suffering  is  always  bound  up 
with  penal  justice,  had  undoubtedly  something  to  do  with  this 
attempt.  The  continued  fight  with  dualism  — Manichaeism — con- 
stantly made  it  necessary  to  demonstrate  that  power,  goodness, 
wisdom,  and  justice  were  combined  in  the  Deity.  "  But  in  al- 
most all  the  Fathers  the  attributes  of  goodness  and  justice 
stood  asunder.  We  can  see  the  reason  of  this  in  the  fact  that 
up  to  Augustine  no  serious  effort  was  made  to  understand  the 
goodness  of  God  as  moral  holiness,  and  this  failure  was  in  turn 
due  to  the  characteristic  method  of  obtaining  a  knowledge  of 
God,  the  attempt  to  rise  to  the  Deity  from  the  notion  of  the 
finite  by  means  of  sublimations.  ^  The  theory  of  God  was  beset 
at  this  most  important  point  with  uncertainties,  nay,  inconsist- 
encies. He  was  at  once  the  impassive  Being  ("Ov)  and  the 
Judge  who  requited  actions  ^ — the  latter  conception,  further,  not 
only  including  the  coordination  of  goodness  and  justice,  but 
also  the  superiority  of  the  former  to  the  latter.  The  Alex- 
andrians had  grasped  at  the  expedient,  following  Philo, '"  of 
representing  God  as  absolutely  benevolent,  but  the  Logos  as  the 
Just ;  this,  however,  was  to  confess  despair  of  solving  the  pro- 
blem, showing  once  more  very  clearly  that  men  could  not  think 
without   compunction  [affectwncs  Juiuiancv)  of  the  (penal)  justice 

1  See  Leopold  Schmidt,  Die  Ethilc  der  alten  Griechen,  2  Vols.,  1882;  further, 
Ritschl  in  the  Th.  L.  Z.   1883,  Col.  6  f. 

2  These  four  attributes  Gregory  of  Nyssa  has  particularised  and  sought  to 
harmonise  in  his  great  Catechism. 

■*    This  method,  however,  was  by  no  means  despised  by  Augustine  himself. 

''  The  doctrine  of  God  came  in  this  form  to  the  theologians  of  the  middle 
ages.  The  nuances  and  inconsistencies  of  scholastic  theology  were  caused  by  the 
necessity  of  alternating  between  the  two  ideas  of  God  as  the  intelligible  ''Ov  and 
the  Requiter.  Some  emphasised  the  one,  others  the  other,  more  strongly.  In  certain 
doctrines  only  the  former,  in  others  only  the  latter  conception,  could  be  used. 

*    See  Bigg,  The  Christian  Platonists  of  Alex.  (1886),  p.   12  f. 
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of  which  at  most  the  Logos  was  capable;  and  it  is  interesting 
as  a  counterpart  to  the  opposite  idea  adopted  in  later  times.  ^ 
But  we  see  even  here,  why  the  doctrine  of  redemption  could 
not  become  one  of  atonement  in  the  ancient  Church.  If  the 
distinctive  form  in  which  redemption  was  accomplished  was  to 
be  justified,  and  its  intrinsic  necessity  to  be  proved,  then  there 
must  not  only  exist,  but  speculation  must  be  founded  on,  the 
conviction  that  God's  saving  purpose  transcended  the  thought 
of  requital,  and  that  he  was  morally  holy.  But  that  is  out  of 
the  question  where  the  Fathers  are  concerned. " 

§  3.      The  Cosmology. 

The  Cosmological  and  allied  anthropological  problems  were 
treated  by  the  Fathers — who  formally  used  Gen.  I. — III.  as  their 
text — with  the  whole  apparatus  of  contemporary  philosophy,  in 
this  way  satisfying  their  scientific  craving  for  a  rational  con- 
ception of  the  world.  The  systems  are  therefore  very  different 
in  details;  but  on  the  whole  they  existed  peaceably  side  by 
side,  showing  that  the  differences  presupposed  a  measure  of 
agreement,  sufficient  for  the  solidarity  of  the  doctrinal  structure. 

'  In  this  view — in  the  Middle  Ages — God  appears  rather  as  the  strictly  Just, 
Christ  as  the  "good";  but  the  idea  of  goodness  had  changed. 

2  In  the  lower  ranks  of  the  communities,  and  among  a  few  Oriental  sects 
(Audians),  anthropomoi^phic  conceptions  of  God,  the  belief  that  he  had  a  human 
shape,  a  body  etc.,  held  their  ground.  But  they  were  retained  also  in  some  circles 
of  monks  {e.g..,  those  of  the  Scetian  Desert),  and  even  by  a  few  Bishops.  From 
the  close  of  the  fourth  century,  with  the  hostility  to  Origen's  spiritualism  was 
combined  active  resistance  to  this  opposite  view  (Sozom.  VIII.  ii).  The  Stoic 
notion  of  God's  corporeality  had  scarcely  a  defender  after  TeituUian  ;  for  Lactan- 
tius'  view  of  the  "figura"  and  "affectus"  of  God  is  not  Stoic,  but  belongs  to 
popular  realism.  In  general,  much  that  was  anthropomorphic  was  i-etained  in 
Western  theology  along  with  the  realistic  eschatology,  and  that  by  theologians  who 
cherished  a  colourless  eclectic  moralism.  Very  instructive  is  Augustine's  confession 
(Confess.  V.  fin.\  VI.  3)  that  it  was  the  sermons  of  Ambrose  that  first  delivered  him 
from  the  prejudice  that  the  Catholic  Church  taught  that  the  Deity  was  fashioned 
like  man.  If  we  reflect  how  much  Augustine  had  mingled  with  Catholic  Christians 
before  his  conversion,  and  how  much  he  had  heard  of  the  Church,  we  cannot 
suppose  he  was  the  only  one  guilty  of  this  prejudice.  We  need  only  recall  the 
"apocryphal"  writings  of  the  Byzantine  age,  which  were  read  to  an  extraordinary 
extent,  to  see  how  strong  were  anthropomorphism  and  the  conceptions  of  a  magic 
God. 
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These  differences  were  slightest  in  the  Cosmology  proper.  The 
task  set  the  theologians  of  the  fourth  century  was  to  bring 
Origen's  cosmology  more  into  harmony  with  the  demands  of 
the  rule  of  faith,  to  adapt  it  more  closely  to  the  account  given 
in  Gen.  I.,  and  to  defeat  the  Manichaean  Cosmology.  After 
the  last  decades  of  the  fourth  century,  the  slow  course  of  develop- 
ment was  hastened  by  violent  opposition  to  Origen's  cosmology, 
and  the  view  of  the  Church,  held  before  Origen,  was  substantially 
restored,  though  now  as  a  scientific  theory.  '  Yet  the  con- 
ception of  an  upper  world  of  spirits,  related  to  the  present 
world  as  its  ideal  and  type,  continued  to  exist,  and  ever  threw 
its    shadow  on  the  latter.  ^     On  the  other  hand,  the  Trinitarian 

1  See  Justinian's  edict  against  Origen,  and  the  fifth  Synod  of  Constantinople, 
Hefele,  Concil.  Gesch.  II.  2,  p.  780 — 797;  at  an  earlier  date,  the  attacks  of  Theo- 
philus  and  Jerome  on  Origen. 

2  Origen  held  that  the  present  world  was  only  a  place  of  punishment  and 
purification.  This  view,  which  approximated  very  closely  to  the  old  Gnostic  idea, 
was  rejected;  but  the  conception  remained  of  an  upper  world  of  spirits,  of  which 
our  world  was  the  materialised  copy.  Where  this  conception  was  potent,  a  con- 
siderable part  of  the  feeling  which  possessed  Origen  (after  Plato)  as  he  looked  at 
our  woi'ld  must  have  endured.  It  was  never  wanting  among  the  orthodox  Fathers, 
and  the  Greeks  of  to-day  have  not  lost  it.  "  The  world  is  a  whole,  but  divided 
into  two  spheres  of  which  the  higher  is  the  necessary  friiis  and  type  of  the  lower " : 
that  is  still  the  Greek  view  (see  Gass,  Symbolik,  p.  143  f.).  "God  first  and  by 
his  mere  thought  evoked  out  of  non-existence  all  heavenly  powers  to  exhibit  his 
glory,  and  this  intelligible  world  (>co(7//oi;  voepoi;)  is  the  expression  of  undisturbed 
harmony  and  obedient  service."  Man  belongs  to  both  worlds.  The  conception, 
as  expounded  by  the  Areopagite  and  established  by  John  of  Damascus  (De  fide 
orthod.  II  2 — 12),  that  the  world  was  created  in  successive  stages,  has  not  the 
importance  of  a  dogma,  but  it  has  that  of  a  wide-spread  theologoumenon.  It  is 
Neoplatonic  and  Gnostic,  and  its  publication  and  recognition  show  that  the  dis- 
satisfaction felt  by  Origen  with  the  account  of  the  creation  in  Gen.  I.  was  con- 
stantly shared  by  others.  Men  felt  a  living  interest,  not  in  the  way  plants,  fishes, 
and  birds  came  into  being,  but  in  the  emanation  of  the  spiritual  from  the  Deity 
at  the  head  of  creation  down  to  man.  Therefore  we  have  the  K0V//01;  voe/30?,  the 
intelligible  world,  whose  most  characteristic  feature  consisted  in  its  (3)  gi-adations 
{Sixkoo-ix^o-sk;),  which  again  fell  into  (three)  orders,  down  to  archangels  and  angels. 
(See  Dionys.  De  divina  hieraixh.  6  sq.,  and  John  of  Damascus,  I.e.,  ch.  Ill:  ttxitx-^ 
öeoÄoy/x  TX^  ol/pxviovi;  ola-ix^  svvsx  xe>cÄi]xs.  txvtx^  6  @s7oi;  ispors^sa-Tiit;  elq  rps7i 
xtpopi^si  rpixSiKOK;  Stxxoa-ijDia-sic,  Seraphim,  Cherubim,  thrones,  dominions,  powers, 
forces,  principalities,  archangels,  and  angels.  We  find  a  step  in  this  direction  as 
early  as  the  App.  Constit.  VII.  35).  In  the  creation,  the  system  of  spiiütual  powers 
was  built  from  above  downwards;  while  in  sanctification  by  the  mysteries,  it  was 
necessary    to    ascend    the  same  series.     The  significant  point  was  the  union  of  the 
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conflicts  led  to  a  precise  distinction  being  drawn  between 
creating,  making,  begetting,  and  emanating,  and  thus  the  notion 
of  creation  out  of  nothing  now  first  received  its  strict  impress. 
But  Neoplatonic  ideas  of  the  origin  of  the  world  lasted  till 
after  the  beginning  of  the  fifth  century,  even  in  the  case  of 
some  Bishops,  and  side  by  side  with  it  the  Manichaean  con- 
ception of  the  world  spread  secretly  and  found  adherents  among 
the  clergy  themselves  up  to  the  middle  of  it.  The  following 
proposition  may  be  regarded  as  containing  the  quintessence  of 
the  orthodox  Fathers  from  the  fifth  century,  and  at  the  same 
time  as  the  presupposition  that  gave  scope  to  all  their  further 
speculations.  It  can  be  stated  thus :  God  from  eternity  bore 
in  his  own  mind  the  idea  of  the  world.  In  free  self-determin- 
ation he,  in  order  to  prove  his  goodness,  created  by  the  Logos, 
who  embraces  all  ideas,  this  world,  which  has  had  a  beginning 
and  will  have  an  end,  in  six  days  out  of  nothing,  in  accordance 
with  the  pattern  of  an  upper  world  created  by  him. 

The  justification  of  divine  providence  and  the  production  of 
Theodicies  were  called  for  by  Manichasism  and  fatalism  on  the 
one  hand,  and  the  great  political  catastrophes  and  calamities 
on  the  other.  It  was  taught  that  God  constantly  remained 
close  to  his  creation,  preserving  and  governing  it.  With  this, 
rational  beings  were  looked  upon  in  their  numerical  sum  total 
as  the  peculiar  objects  of  divine  providence.  Providence  was 
also  defended  in  opposition  to  the  loose  and  unstable  form  in 
which  earlier  and  contemporary  monotheistic  philosophers  had 
avowed    it;    it    was    recognised  in  principle  to  be  a  power  pro- 

conceiJtion  of  creation  with  the  system  of  the  cultus,  oi-,  better,  the  scheme  which 
embodied  the  idea  of  creation  in  accordance  with  the  line  of  progress  laid  down 
for  asceticism  and  sanctification.  This  was  retained  by  Greek  theology  in  spite 
of  all  its  disavowal  of  Origen,  Neoplatonism,  and  Gnosticism.  But  even  in  the 
region  of  the  material,  incomparably  greater  interest  was  taken  in  warmth,  cold, 
moisture,  drought,  in  fire,  air,  earth,  and  water,  in  the  four  vital  humours,  than  in 
the  childish  elements  which  the  (\  T.  narrative  of  creation  takes  into  account. 
Vet  the  whole  was  included  under  the  title  of  the  'work  of  the  six  days',  and  the 
allegories  of  Origen  were,  in  theory,  rejected.  The  exegesis  of  Gen.  I.  became  the 
doctoral  problem  proper  among  the  CJreek  Fathers.  The  most  important  wrote 
works  on  tlie  Hexaemeron;  among  them  that  of  Johannes  Philoponus  is  scientific- 
ally the  most  advanced  [TTspi  y.of7ii07rotixt;);  it  is  dependent,  not  on  Platonism,  but 
on  Aristotle,  though  it  also  opposes  the  latter. 


250  HISTORY   OF   DOGMA  [Chap.  iv. 

tecting  also  the  individual  creature.  Yet  here  Christian  theolo- 
gians themselves  did  not  arrive  at  complete  certainty.  It  was 
admitted  that  providence  was  above  human  freedom  in  so  far 
as  it  was  maintained  that  neither  that  freedom  nor  the  evil 
proceeding  from  it  could  hinder  the  divine  intentions.  But  the 
belief  in  providence  was  not  definitely  connected  with  redemp- 
tion by  Christ  or  with  the  Church,  for  it  was  considered  a  self- 
evident  presupposition  of  redemption  and  a  piece  of  Natural 
Theology.  Therefore  it  was  also  destitute  of  any  strict  object. 
The  uncertainty  of  the  ancient  world  as  to  the  extent  and 
method  of  providence  had  left  its  influence, '  and  empirical 
reflections  on  the  objectlessness  of  certain  institutions,  or 
phenomena  in  the  world — e.  g.,  of  vermin — could  not  be 
defeated  by  a  view  which  had  itself  a  naturalistic  basis.  Yet 
in  proportion  as  the  sure  and  real  knowledge  of  God  was  only 
derived  from  the  Christian  religion,  it  was  also  recognised  that 
faith  in  providence  was  first  made  certain  through  Christ,  and 
that  Christians  were  under  the  particular  providence  of  God. '" 
The  problem  of  the  theodicy  was  solved  (i)  by  proving  that  the 
freedom  of  the  creature  was  something  appropriate  and  good, 
the  possibility  of  wickedness  and  evil,  however,  being  neces- 
sarily combined  with  it;  (2)  by  denying  to  wickedness  any 
reality  in  the  higher  sense  of  the  term,  since  wickedness  as  it 
was  separated  from  God,  the  principle  of  all  being,  was  held 
to  be  not — being;'  (3)  by  defending  the  mala  poencB  or  evil  as 
fitting  means  of  purification;  and  finally,  (4)  by  representing 
temporal  suflerings  as  indifferent  to  the  soul.  Some  older 
Fathers,  e.g.,  I.actantius,  emphasised,  besides,  even  the  neces- 
sity of  wickedness  in  the  interest  of  moralism :  without  it 
virtue  would  be  impossible.  ^  But  such  opinions  died  out  in  the 
fight  with  Manichaeism.  ^ 

1  For  this  reason  a  startling  casuistry  is  to  be  noticed  here  and  there,  and 
exceptions  are  laid  down. 

-    Degrees  of  providence  were  generally  distinguished. 

■*  After  Origen  this  Platonic  proposition  enjoyed  the  widest  circulation;  see  esp. 
Athanasius  and  the  Cappadocians;  but  the  Antiochians  held  no  other  view.  Augustine 
made  use  of  it  in  a  peculiar  and  characteristic  way. 

^    Lactant.  Instit.  div.  II.,  ch.  8,   12;   V.,  ch.   7. 

*    See  Vol.  v.,  for  the  extent  and  form  in  which  Augustine  held  such  views. 


Chap.  IV.]  THE  DOCTRINE   OF   GOD  25  I 

In  reference  to  the  heavenly  spirits  which  belonged  to,  and 
indeed  formed,  the  upper  world,  the  recognised  Fathers  were 
convinced  of  the  following  points,  (i)  They  were  created  by 
God  (see  the  Symb.  Nie).  (2)  They  were  endowed  with  free- 
dom, but  had  no  material  bodies  {iyyurxTx  toj  iXT:cf/,drov).  {3) 
They  had  passed  through  a  crisis  after  which  a  section  had 
remained  true  to  the  good,  while  another  had  revolted.  (4) 
The  good  spirits  were  instruments  of  the  divine  government  of 
the  world,  their  activity  being  useful  and  beneficial  to  men, 
even  entering  into  the  sacramental  system  by  which  grace  was 
imparted.  (5)  The  reality  of  wickedness  in  the  world  was  to  be 
attributed  to  the  bad  spirits,  and  especially  to  their  head,  the 
devil ;  they  exercised  an  almost  unbounded  power  on  earth, 
not  being  able  indeed  to  compel  man,  but  only  to  induce  him, 
to  sin  ;  they  could  also  be  scared  away  without  fail  by  the  name  of 
Christ,  the  sign  of  the  cross,  and  the  Sacraments.  '  As  regards  the 
relation  of  the  good  angels  to  men,  their  superiority  to  men — in  the 

I  No  doubt  existed  of  the  necessity  of  believing  in  heavenly  spiritual  beings. 
Origen  counted  this  belief  a  doctrine  of  the  Church  (De  princip.  pra;f.  10).  The 
points  numbered  in  the  text  may  be  regarded  as  the  quintessence  of  what  obtained 
generally.  But  such  an  agreement  only  made  its  appearance  in  the  sixth  century. 
Until  then  this  point  was  a  centre  of  contention  between  a  form  of  Biblical 
"realism,"  and  the  Origenistic,  i.e.,  the  Greek  philosophical,  view  as  to  the  world 
of  spirits.  The  treatment  of  the  question  by  the  Areopagite,  and  its  approval  by 
the  Church,  constituted  a  triumph  of  Neoplatonic  mysticism  over  Biblicism.  But 
that  tendencies  which  went  still  farther  in  this  direction  had  not  been  wholly 
destroyed,  was  shown  by  the  Hesychastic  controversy  of  the  fourteenth  century,  or 
the  assumption  of  an  uncreated  divine  light,  which  was  not  the  nature  of  God,  but 
a  specific  energy,  different  from  himself,  and  which  could  be  seen.  (See  Engelhardt 
in  Illgen's  Ztschr.,  1838,  Part  I.,  p.  68  ff.;  Gass,  Die  Mystik  des  Nik.  Kabasilas, 
1849,  p.  I  ff.,  and  in  Herzog's  R.-E.,  2nd  Ed.).  The  Logos,  accordingly,  no 
longer  satisfied,  or  rather,  as  Scholasticism  had  placed  the  Logos  under  an  embargo, 
piety  sought  for  a  new  mediator.  He  was  to  accomplish  what  the  Logos  no  longer 
did:  he  was  to  be  a  visible  revelation  of  God,  himself  and  yet  not  himself;  for 
God  himself  was  simply  quiescent  being;  accordingly  he  himself  was  conceived 
and  realised  in  the  form  of  an  energy  that  could  be  traced.  The  theory  of  the 
Areopagite  was,  however,  not  satisfactory  in  this  respect;  for  while  the  spirits 
might  doctrinally  be  regarded  as  created  beings,  they  were  perceived  as  divine 
forces,  emanations,  rays  of  the  perfect  light,  conceivable  by  degrees  by  man,  and 
bringing  him  nearer  to  the  deity.  We  have  here  a  great  difference  from  the  western 
conception;  in  the  East  the  Platonic  and  Gnostic  doctrine  of  ^ons  had  never 
been  entirely  abolished.  In  the  West,  while  the  gradation  of  angelic  powers  had 
been  accepted,  the  pious  impulse  from  which  it  originated  had  not. 
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present  condition  of  the  latter — was  emphasised,  but  it  was  also 
taught  on  the  other  hand,  that  man  after  he  was  made  perfect  would 
be  at  least  equal  to  them.  The  former  position  gave  rise  to  a  sort  of 
angel-worship,  which  nevertheless  in  earlier  times  was  no  proper 
part  of  religion.  The  Synod  of  Laodicea,  about  A.D.  360, 
declared  it  in  its  thirty-fifth  Canon  to  be  idolatry.  '  And  it  was 
kept  in  check  by  the  idea  that  Christ's  work  possessed  also  a 
mysterious  significance  for  the  upper  world.  But  the  polythe- 
istic cravings  of  man  constantly  influenced  religious  ideas,  and 
as  the  Deity  was  farther  and  farther  removed  from  ordinary 
Christian  people  by  speculation,  there  gradually  arose,  along 
with  the  thought  of  the  intercession  of  the  angels, '"  a  worship- 
ping of  them,  which  was  indeed  only  settled  ecclesiastically  at 
the  seventh  CEcumenical  Synod  (A.D.  787).  There  it  was  defined 
as  adoration  {7rpo7-/,vy/^7i::)  in  distinction  from  service  [y.xrps'ix). "' 
Even  Gregory  I.  had  assigned  the  service  of  angels  to  the  pre- 
christian  stage  of  religion.  The  points  of  doctrine  which  we 
have  above  grouped  together  became  the  bases  of  a  great 
number  of  very  different  conceptions,  which  grew  up  in  oppo- 
sition to  Origen's  doctrine,  or  under  its  influence,  or  in  depen- 
dence on  exegesis  (esp.  of  Gen.  VI.),  or.  lastly,  as  a  result  of 
reminiscences  of  Greek  folk-lore  and  philosophy.  Men  specu- 
lated on  the  date  of  the  creation  of  angels,  and  the  method 
by  which  they  were  created,  on  their  spirituality  or  higher 
corporeality,  their  functions — as  guardian  angels  and  genii, 
the    manner    in    which  the  wicked  angels  fell,  ^  the  orders  and 

1  There  undoubtedly  existed,  even  in  the  earliest  time,  a  view  which  conjoined 
the  angels  with  God,  and  thus  made  them  also  objects  of  worship,  or,  included 
them  in  the  fidcs^  qu(V  crediiitr.  We  may  here  perhaps  recall  even  i  Tim.  V.  21: 
^ixiMxprvpoiMXi  sväiTTiov  Tov  @sov  Koä  XpiiTTov  IviiTOv  Hxi  Tc3v  SK?iSxTciJv  xyys Äci>v.  We 
can  at  any  rate  refer  to  Justin.,  Apol  I.  6  :  (We  worship  God)  kxi  tov  Trxf  xvtov 
vtov  .  .  .  XXI  TOV  Tftjv  xÄ?iOOV  £7roj^6vc<iv  xxi  stonoiov {.nivciiv  xyxduiv  xyys^üjv  a-rpxrdv. 
Athenag.  Suppl.   10,  24. 

-  This  thought  is  undoui:)tedly  extremely  ancient,  but  at  the  earlier  date  it  only 
existed  in  the  outer  circle  of  the  faith. 

^  It  had  long — -as  early  as  the  fourth  century — been  on  the  way ;  see  the  mirac- 
ulous oratories  of  St.  Michael;  Sozom.  11.  3,  Theodoret  on  Coloss.  T.  III.,  p.  355  if. 

••  On  the  devil,  "the  prince  of  the  ranks  encircling  the  earth,"  see  the  exposi- 
tion by  John  of  Dam.,  De  fide  orthod.  II.  4.  The  devil  and  the  demons  of  their 
own  free  will  turned  away  unnaturally  from  God. 


Chap,  iv.]  THE   DOCTRINE    OF  GOD  253 

divisions  of  angels,  and  much  else.  Here  also  the  doctrine  of 
Origen,  which  culminated  in  the  restoration  of  the  revolted 
spirits,  was  in  the  end  expressly  disowned.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  Neoplatonic  conception  of  spirits  and  their  orders,  or  the 
Gnostic  idea  of  the  /Eons  as  interpreters  of  the  divine,  was 
more  and  more  legitimised  in  the  Church  doctrine  of  angels, 
and  was  combined  by  the  Areopagite  with  the  mystic  system 
of  the  illumination  of  the  world,  and  the  communication  of  the 
divine  to  the  creaturely.  It  was  a  very  old  idea — see  Hebrews 
and  First  Clement — that  Christ  was  in  Heaven  the  High  Priest 
and  head  {7rpo(Trixr-/ig)  of  believers  in  the  presence  of  God. 
Clement  of  Alex,  had  already  worked  out  this  conception, 
following  Philo's  model,  to  the  effect  that  Christ,  in  conjunction 
with  the  angelic  powers  subject  to  him,  conveyed  to  men  the 
energies  of  the  heavenly  sphere ;  that  he  ever  offered  himself 
for  men  to  the  Father  as  a  sacrifice  without  fire  {öjfxx  xTrupcv); 
that  the  Holy  Spirit  along  with  the  angels  kept  the  heavenly 
and  the  earthly  Church  in  constant  contact.  In  short,  the  thought 
of  a  graded  hierarchy  in  heaven,  with  heavenly  sacrifices, 
intercessions,  etc.,  as  it  also  occurs  among  the  Valentinians, 
lay  on  the  confines  of  the  Alexandrian's  speculation.  These 
thoughts  are  more  fully  matured  in  Origen :  the  sacrifice  of 
Christ  applied  also  to  the  celestials,  and  the  upper  world, 
brought  into  harmony,  contributed  to  the  redemption  of  the 
lower.  They  were  confirmed  by  the  Neoplatonic  philosophy  of 
religion.  On  the  other  hand,  Ignatius  conceived  the  govern- 
ing body  of  the  Church  on  earth  as  a  hierarchy  which  repre- 
sented the  heavenly  order,  and  put  it  in  operation.  The  two 
ideas— the  Son,  the  Holy  Ghost  and  the  angelic  hosts  on  the 
one  hand,  and  the  earthly  priesthood,  on  the  other — only  needed 
to  be  combined,  and  a  new  stage  of  ecclesiastical  theosophy 
was  reached.  The  Pseudo-areopagite  was  the  first  to  gain  it — 
after,  indeed,  it  had  been  already  suggested  clearly  enough  by 
Clement  of  Alex.;  see  Strom.  VI.  13,  107,  and  other  passages. 
Clement  makes  three  dwellings  in  heaven  correspond  on  one  side  to 
the  divisions  of  angels,  and,  again,  to  the  threefold  hierarchy  on 
earth.  On  the  spread  of  this  form  of  theosophy  among  the  Syrian 
Monophysite  monks,  see  Frothingham,  Stephen  bar  SudaiU,  1886. 
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This    whole    conception    was  after  all,  indeed,  nothing  but  a 
timid  expression  of  the  thought  that  the  plan  of  creation  itself, 
extending  down  from  the  deity  to  man,  included  the  means  of 
redemption,    and  that,  as  alienation  from  the  deity  was  due  to 
the  existence  of  graduated  creations,  so,  at  the  same  time,  was 
the     restoration     to     God.     This     conception,    which    contrasts 
abruptly    with  that  of  the  Old  Testament  and  Christianity,  was 
compatible    in    principle    neither    with  the  idea  of  the  creation, 
nor  with  the  one  historical  redemption  that  took  place  once  for 
all.     It    was    Gnostic    and    Neoplatonic,    /.  e.,    pagan.     This  its 
character  was  simply  disguised  by  the  retention  of  the  creation 
so  far  as  words  went,  and  by  the  substitution  for  the  /Eons  of 
Jesus   Christ,  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  angelic  powers  with  Biblical 
names ;  and,  further,  of  sacraments,  sacrifices,  and  priests,  whose 
existence  and  operations  were  derived  from  the  work  of  Christ. 
The  root  of  this  whole  conception  is  ultimately  found  in  the 
notion    that    the    Logos,    who    was    identified    with  the  Son  of 
God,    continued    to    be    conceived   as  the  abode  and  bearer  of 
all  the  ideas  from  which  the  world  was  evolved.    Even  Athan- 
asius    was    not  in  a  position  thoroughly  to  correct  this  view, — 
see    Atzberger,    Die    Logoslehre  des  heiligen  Athanasius,    1880, 
p.     13811     Consequently,    even    the    most    clear-sighted    of  the 
Fathers     were     helpless     against     speculations    which    deduced 
redemption    from    the    Cosmology.     And    thus    a    new    Church 
Theosophy  arose.     A  fantastic  pantheism  was  introduced  which 
had    been    created    by    the    barbarous    theosophy    of   expiring 
antiquity.   It  harmonised  excellently  with  the  religious  barbarism 
which  satisfied  itself  in  the  crudest  and  most  daring  myths  and 
legends;    nay,    it    kindled    into    fresh    life   with   it.     The  Hving 
God,    apart    from    whom    the    Soul    possesses  nothing,  and  the 
fervour    of  the    saint  threatened  meanwhile  to  disappear.     And 
side    by    side,    nay,    in    cordial    agreement,  with  these  fantastic 
speculations,  there  existed  a  prosaic  worship  of  the  letter. 

Literature. — See  Nitzsch's  account,  here  especially  thorough, 
Dogmengesch.  I.  pp.  268—287,  328 — 347,  and  Schwane,  Vol.  II. 
pp.15  — 108,  272  —  328. 


CHAPTER    V. 

PRESUPPOSITIONS   AND   CONCEPTIONS   REGARDING   MAN  AS   THE 
RECIPIENT   OF    SALVATION. 

§   I .    Introductory . 

According  to  the  ideas  of  the  Fathers,  the  doctrines  of  the 
condition  and  destiny  of  man  belonged  to  Natural  Theology. 
This  appears  from  the  fact  that,  starting  from  their  Cosmology, 
they  all  strove  to  ascertain,  from  the  original  state  of  man,  the 
nature  of  Christian  redemption,  in  other  words,  the  state  of 
perfection.  At  the  same  time  the  reservation  held  good,  that 
we  should  receive  more  than  we  could  think  or  expect,  and, 
in  fact,  that  which  was  expected,  and  was  deduced  from  the 
religious  and  ethical  value  which  man  had  come  to  put  upon 
himself  in  the  course  of  history,  was  only  carried  back  into 
his  original  state.  The  following  propositions  contain  every- 
thing that  can  be  stated  as  embodying  a  common  conviction 
and  common  presupposition  of  all  further  conceptions,  which 
in  this  matter  turned  out  very  different,  in  accordance  with  the 
speculative  and  empirical  studies  of  the  Fathers,  and  the  object 
of  their  investigations  for  the  time.  Man  made  in  the  image 
of  God  is  a  free  selfdeterDiining  being.  He  was  endowed  with 
reason  by  God,  that  he  might  decide  for  the  good,  and  enjoy  im- 
mortality. He  has  fallen  short  of  this  destijiy  by  having 
voluntarily  yielded  and  continuing  to  yield  himself — under 
temptation,  but  not  imder  compulsion  — to  sin,  yet  zvitJiout  having 
lost  the  possibility  and  power  of  a  virtuous  life,  or  the  capacity 
for  immortality.  The  possibility  was  strengthened  and  immor- 
tality restored  and  offered  by  the  Christian  revelation  which 
came    to    the    aid   of  the  darkened  reason  ivitJi  complete  know- . 
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ledge  of  God.  Accordingly ,  hiozvledge  decides  between  good  and 
evil.  Strictly  taken,  the  zvill  is  morally  nothing.  On  this  basis  very 
different  views  were  possible.  It  was  asked,  first,  what  was 
original  endowment,  and  what  destiny,  in  the  case  of  man; 
secondly,  in  connection  with  this,  how  much  was  to  be  claimed 
as  human  nature,  and  how  much  as  a  gift  of  grace  originally 
bestowed ;  and  thirdly,  in  keeping  with  the  above,  how  far 
and  how  deep  the  consequences  of  sin  extended.  The  question 
was  put,  in  the  fourth  place,  whether  bare  freedom  constituted 
man's  character,  or  whether  it  did  not  correspond  to  his  nature 
to  be  good.  Fifthly,  the  philosophical  question  as  to  the  consti- 
tution of  man  was  here  introduced  and  answered  in  various 
ways  [dichotomically,  trichotomically,  the  extent  and  scope  of 
the  flesh  (o-i^t)  in  human  nature,  in  its  relation  to  the  spirit 
[7riisvi/,x)  and  to  sin].  Sixthly,  the  relation  of  the  creaturely 
spirit  {7vjsi)y.0!)  to  the  divine,  in  other  words,  the  origin  of  the 
human  spirit,  was  discussed.  Seventhly,  lastly,  and  above  all, 
men  possessed  two  sources  of  knowledge:  the  account  in 
Genesis  with  a  realistic  exposition,  which  seemed  to  pour  scorn 
on  all  "spiritual"  conceptions,  but  had  nevertheless  to  be 
respected;  and  the  relative  section  from  Origen's  theology, 
which  was  felt  to  an  increasing  extent  to  be  intolerable  to  the 
Church,  and  which  yet  expressed  the  scientific,  religious  con- 
viction of  the  Fathers,  in  so  far  as  their  thought  was  scientific. 
Under  such  circumstances  different  conceptions,  compromises  of 
all  sorts,  necessarily  arose ;  but  hardly  anywhere  was  an 
advance  made  in  the  end  on  the  views  already  presented  by 
Irenaäus.  In  the  latest  results,  as  they  are  to  be  found  in  the 
Dogmatics  of  John  of  Damascus,  there  is  much  that  is  more 
realistic  than  in  Irenaeus,  but  on  the  whole  a  type  of  doctrine 
is  obtained  which  is  more  inadequate  and  confused,  and  less 
valuable.  In  what  follows  we  intend  to  enter  in  detail  only 
into  the  most  important  points. 

§  2.      The  Anthropology. 

Since    the    end    of    the    creation    of   the    world    was  held  to 
consist    in    the    creation    of   rational   beings,  who  could  exhibit 
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the  image  of  God  and  share  in  his  blessedness,  it  followed  that 
the  power  of  free  self-determination  and  the  capacity  for  im- 
mortality belonged  to  the  notion  of  man,  and  that  they  were 
therefore  regarded  as  inalienable.  All  the  doctors  of  the  Church, 
however,  comprehended,  in  the  idea  of  innate  freedom,  the 
conceptions  of  the  rational  and  moral  plan  of  man's  nature  as 
a  whole,  and  they  defined  this  natural  disposition  to  be  the 
power  to  know  God's  will  accurately,  to  follow  it,  and  thus  to 
rise  above  nature.  While  it  was  left  in  doubt  whether  this 
whole  natural  plan  implied  that  man  possessed  bare  freedom  or 
freedom  directed  to  the  good,  it  certainly  characterised  man  as 
a  spiritual  being,  and  for  that  very  reason  as  an  image  of  God. 
Being  such,  man  was  independent  as  regards  God.  In  other 
words,  the  fact  that  he  was  an  "image"  did  not  directly 
establish  a  lasting  dependence  on  God,  nor  did  it  find  expres- 
sion in  such  a  dependence.  On  the  contrary,  it  established  his 
freedom  in  relation  to  God,  so  that  man,  being  independent, 
was  now  only  subject  to  the  laiu  of  God,  i.e.,  to  that  dispen- 
sation in  virtue  of  which  he  was  either  rewarded  or  punished 
according  as  he  behaved.  The  connection  with  God  was  thus 
exhausted  in  the  noble  constitution  of  man  fixed  once  for  all, 
but  was  supremely  valued  and  acutely  felt  as  a  gift  of  divine 
grace,  in  the  comparison  with  irrational  animals.  Meanwhile, 
the  Fathers  differed  from  one  another.  Some — like  Athanasius, 
see  even  Tatian — assigned  to  human  nature,  in  the  strictest 
sense  of  the  term,  only  the  creaturely  and  sensuous  state  of 
being,  in  respect  of  which  man  is  perishable,  and  they  de- 
scribed everything  else  as  a  gift  of  divine  grace  inherent  in 
human  nature.  Others  embraced  in  this  nature  the  moral  cap- 
acity, endowment  of  reason,  and  knowledge  of  God ; — so  the 
majority;  and  very  strenuously  John  of  Damascus  who  repeat- 
edly characterises  the  good  as  the  natural:  see  De  fide  orthod. 
II.  30,  III.  14.  The  third  class,  finally,  included  even  immor- 
tality, as  a  possession  and  not  merely  as  a  destiny,  among  the 
natural  attributes  of  the  human  soul.  These  distinctions,  which, 
however,  are  not  particularly  important  for  dogmatics,  since  all 
ultimately  held  nature  to  be  a  gift  of  grace,  and  the  gift  of 
grace    to  be  a  natural  provision,  were  due  partly  to  the  differ- 

17 
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ent    psychological    conceptions    of   the    Fathers,    partly    to   the 
standpoint  from  which  they  investigated  the  problems ;  they  might 
— as    e.g.,    Athanasius — start    from    the   doctrine  of  redemption 
or    depend    on    moral,  or  empirical  philosophical  considerations. 
In  psychology,  the  only  point  settled  was  that  the  fundamental 
form    of   human    nature    was    twofold,    spiritual    and    corporeal. 
This    conception    existed    even  where  the  soul  itself  was  repre- 
sented   as    something  corporeal,  or  as  only  "  as  nearly  as  pos- 
sible incorporeal"  {lyyjTXTix  toxj  xaccfjJ.Tov).    Very  many  Greek 
Fathers,  however,  followed  the  view  of  Plato  and  Origen,  accord- 
ing   to    which    man  consists  of  spirit,  body,  and  soul — the  soul 
uniting    the    other    two.     Consistently    carried    out,  this  opinion 
constantly    led    them    back  to  the  conception  of  Origen  (Philo) 
that   the  spirit  in  man  alone  constituted  his  true  nature,  that  it 
had    its    own,    even    a  pretemporal,  history,  that  in  itself  it  be- 
longed   to    the    supernatural    and    divine    sphere,    and    that  the 
body    was    only    a    prison  which  had  to  be  stripped  off  before 
the    spirit    could    present    itself    in  its  true  being.     In  order  to 
escape    these    consequences,    which    were  already  discredited  in 
the    controversy    with    Neoplatonism    and  Manichaeism,  different 
methods    were    adopted.     Among    these    occurred   that  already 
alluded  to  above,  the  conception  of  the  spirit  solely  as  a  "super- 
added   gift"    (donum  superadditum),  a  reHgious  principle,  to  be 
found  exclusively  in  the  pious.     But  this  expedient  was  seldom 
chosen ;  the  whole  question,  so  important  and  crucial,  was  rather 
stifled  in  a  hundred  questions  of  detail,  tortured  out  of,  or  read 
into,  the  account  in  Genesis.    The  ever  increasing  restriction  of 
the  allegorical  and  spiritualising  method  of  interpreting  Gen.  I.  ^i., 
led    the    Fathers    iiolens-volens    to    opinions    remote    from    their 
scientific  thought  on  religion    The  only  passage  in  that  account, 
moreover,  which  seemed  to  support  the  spirituaHstic  conception 
— "God  breathed  his  own  breath  into  man  " — proved  too  much, 
and    had    therefore    to    be    let  alone.  '     Origen's  idea,  that  the 

1  Augustine's  exposition  in  Ep.  CCV.  19,  was  ultimately  the  opinion  of  most 
of  the  Greek  Fathers,  so  far  as  they  were  not  completely  devoted  to  Neoplatonism. 
"  Vis  etiam  per  me  scire,  utrum  dei  flatus  ille  in  Adam  idem  ipse  sit  anima.  Bre- 
viter  respondeo,  aut  ipse  est  aut  ipso  anima  facta  est.  Scd  si  ipse  est.,  f actus  est . . . 
In    hac    enim   qufestione  maxime  cavendum  est,  ne  anima  non  a  dec  facta  natura, 
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body  was  a  prison  of  the  soul,  was  contrasted  with  the  other, 
also  ancient,  that  man  was  rather  a  microcosm,  havinsr  received 
parts  from  the  two  created  worlds,  the  upper  and  under.  '  But 
this  conception,  the  only  one  which  contained  a  coherent  theory 
of  equal  value  formally  with  the  doctrine  of  Origen,  could  not 
fail  to  remain  a  mere  theory,  for  the  ethics  corresponding  to 
it,  or  its  ethical  ideal,  were  not  supported  by  the  final  aims  of 
the  dominant  theology.  When  anthropological  questions  or  the 
Biblical  narrative  were  not  directly  taken  into  account,  it  be- 
comes everywhere  obvious,  that  the  old  Platonic  antithesis  of 
spirit  and  body  was  regarded  by  the  Fathers  as  the  antithesis 
between  that  which  was  precious  and  that  which  was  to  be 
mortified,  and  that  the  earthly  and  creaturely  in  man  was  felt 
to  be  a  hampering  barrier  which  was  to  be  surmounted.  Mona- 
chism  and  the  eschatological  prospect  of  deification  are  examples 
which  show  how  thoroughly  practical  ideas  and  hopes  were 
determined  by  the  dualistic  view,  though  its  point  had  been 
blunted  by  the  tenet  of  the  resurrection  of  the  body.  Mean- 
while the  theoretical  doctrines  as  to  the  nature  of  man  con- 
tinued to  be  beset  by  a  profound  inconsistency,  and  ultimately, 
in  consequence  of  Biblicism,  became  aimless  and  barren. " 

Supplenie^it. — The  different  psychological  views  of  the 
Fathers  are  reflected  in  the  various  theories  as  to  the  origin 
of  individual  souls.  The  oldest  of  these  was  the  traducian 
theory  of  TertuUian,  which  was  also  represented  by  a  few 
Greeks — Gregory    of   Nyssa,  Anastasius  Sinaita.     According  to 

sed  ipsius  dei  substantia  tamquam  unigenitus  filius,  quod  est  verbum  eius,  aut  aliqua 
eius  particula  esse  credatur,  tamquam  ilia  natura  atque  substantia,  qua  deus  est 
quidquid  est,  commutabilis  esse  possit:  quod  esse  animam  nemo  non  sentit,  qui 
se  animam  habere  sentit."  But  the  thought  which  underlay  the  last  saying  of  the 
dying  Plotinus  (Porphyr.,  Vita  Plot.,  ch.  2) :  vsipwiixi  to  sv  vhuv  SsIov  avxysiv  t/jo? 
TO  SV  tS  5r«vr;  ^stov,  was  not  entirely  surmounted  by  many  Greek  Fathers. 

'  Therefore  the  great  controversy  lasting  for  centuries,  whether  the  skins  with 
which  God  clothed  Adam  and  Eve  were  real  skins,  or  bodies.  He  who  agreed  with 
Origen  taught  the  latter;  he  who  looked  on  man  as  a  microcosm,  the  former.  Yet 
here    also    there  were  composite  forms:  e.g.^  the  skin  meant  only  the  fleshly  body. 

"  Scriptural  proofs  in  support  of  the  pre-existence  of  souls  were  not  wanting; 
see  John  IX.  2.  Jerome  held  to  the  doctrine  for  a  time.  Even  Augustine  was  un- 
certain, and  up  to  the  time  of  Gregory  the  Great  its  flat  rejection  had  not  been 
determined  on  in  the  West  (see  Ep,  VIT.   53), 
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it  the  soul  was  begotten  along  with  the  body.  Its  extreme 
opposite  was  Origen's  idea  of  pre-existence  which  had  still  many 
adherents  in  the  fourth  century,  but  fell  more  and  more  into 
discredit,  until,  finally,  it  was  expressly  condemned  at  the 
Synod  of  Constantinople,  A.D.  553.  According  to  this  doctrine, 
all  souls  were  created  at  once  by  God  along  with  the  upper 
world,  and  fell  successively  into  the  lower  world,  and  into  their 
bodies.  The  middle  view — an  expedient  of  perplexity — was  the 
creatian  which  gradually  gained  ground  all  through  the  fourth 
century,  and  can  be  characterised  as  the  most  wide-spread,  at 
least  in  the  West,  from  the  beginning  of  the  fifth.  It  taught 
that  God  was  ever  creating  souls  and  planting  them  in  the 
embryos.  The  East  contented  itself  with  disowning  Origen's 
theory.  Augustine,  the  greatest  theologian  of  the  West,  was 
unable  to  come  to  any  fixed  view  regarding  the  origin  of  the  soul. 
The  different  views  of  the  Fathers  are  further  reflected  in 
the  different  conceptions  of  the  image  of  God  in  man.  Religious 
and  moral  speculation  were  to  be  harmonised  at  this  point; 
for  the  former  was,  indeed,  never  wholly  wanting.  Apart  from 
such  theologians  as  saw  the  image  of  God,  somehow  or  other, 
even  in  the  human  figure,  almost  all  were  convinced  that  it 
consisted  in  reason  and  freedom.  But  with  this  it  was  impossible 
to  remain  perfectly  satisfied,  since  man  was  still  able  to  break 
away  from  God,  so  as  in  fact  to  become  unlike  him,  and  to  die. 
On  the  other  hand,  theologians  were  certain  that  goodness  and 
moral  purity  never  could  be  innate.  In  order  to  solve  the 
problem,  different  methods  were  adopted.  Some  abandoned 
the  premise  that  the  possession  of  the  divine  image  was 
inalienable,  and  maintained  that  as  it  resided  in  the  spirit  that 
had  been  bestowed  it  could  be  completely  lost  through  sinful 
sensuousness.  The  spirit  returned  to  God,  and  the  man  relapsed 
to  the  level  of  the  beasts.  But  this  solution  seemed  unsatis- 
factory, because  it  was  necessary,  in  spite  of  it,  to  retain  the 
freedom  that  still,  under  all  circumstances,  existed  to  choose 
the  good.  Accordingly,  it  was  impossible  to  treat  this  theory 
with  any  real  seriousness.  Others  saw  the  possession  of  the 
Divine  image,  resting  on  reason  and  freedom,  in  the  destiny 
of   man    to    virtue    and    immortality,    yet   without  stating  what 
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change  in  that  case  was  actually  made  by  faUing  short  of  this 
destiny.  The  third  section,  finally,  distinguished,  after  the 
example  of  Origen,  between  "image"  {shcoy)  and  "likeness" 
[o[j,oix7i:),  and  saw  the  former  in  the  inalienable  spiritual  plan 
of  man,  the  latter  in  moral  similarity  to  God,  which  was, 
indeed,  one  always  to  be  gained  on  the  basis  of  natural 
endowments.  The  Fathers  were  unwilling,  as  this  review  shows, 
to  rest  content  with  the  thought  that  the  inalienable  spiritual 
natural  endowment  of  man  constituted  the  divine  image,  but 
they  found  no  means  of  getting  beyond  it.  Their  conception 
of  moral  goodness  as  the  product  of  human  freedom  hindered 
them.  All  the  more  strongly  did  they  emphasise  and  praise, 
as  a  kind  of  set-off,  the  goodness  of  God  as  Creator  revealed 
in  the  natural  constitution  of  man. 

The  different  views  of  the  Fathers  are  finally  reflected  in 
their  conception  of  the  primitive  state.  Christianity  restores 
man  to  his  state  of  ideal  perfection.  This  state  must,  however, 
have  already  existed  in  some  form  at  the  beginning,  since 
God's  creation  is  perfect,  and  Genesis  teaches,  that  man  when 
created  was  good,  and  in  a  condition  of  blessedness  (Paradise). 
On  the  other  hand,  it  could  not  have  been  perfect,  since  man's 
perfection  could  not  be  attained  except  through  freedom.  The 
problem  resolves  itself  into  a  complete  contradiction,  which, 
indeed,  was  already  clearly  to  be  found  in  Irenaeus :  the  original 
condition  of  man  must  coincide  with  the  state  of  perfection, 
and  yet  it  must  only  have  been  preliminary.  The  Fathers 
tried  various  ways  of  solving  this  crucial  and  insoluble  diffi- 
culty, in  which  again  the  empirical  and  moral  philosophical 
conception  combined  with  a  religious  one.  An  attempt  was 
made  by  very  many  Fathers  to  limit  somewhat  the  blessedness 
of  the  Paradisaical  state,  or  to  give  a  form  to  their  conceptions 
of  it  different  in  quality — fanciful  and  material — from  that  of 
their  ideas  of  the  final  perfection ;  accordingly,  it  was  explained 
— by  Gregory  of  Nyssa  — that  God  himself,  looking  to  the  Fall, 
had  not  ordained  the  Paradisaical  state  to  be  perfect.  By  some, 
again,  the  inconsistencies  were  glossed  over,  while  others  deter- 
mined, following  Origen,  wholly  to  abandon  the  historical 
interpretation  of  the  state  in  Paradise,  and  to  construct  indepen- 
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dently  a  primitive  state  for  themselves.  The  last  method  had 
the  advantage,  in  combination  with  the  assumption  of  the  pre- 
existence  of  souls,  that  it  could  transfer  all  men  mystically 
into  the  original  state.  However,  this  radical  solution  conflicted 
too  strongly  with  the  letter  of  revelation,  and  the  spirit  of  the 
Church  tradition.  It  was  rejected,  and  thus  the  problem 
remained  in  its  obscurity.  Therefore  men  contented  themselves 
more  and  more  with  disregarding  the  main  question :  they  set 
down  incongruities  side  by  side,  and  extracted  separate  points 
from  the  account  in  Genesis.  To  the  latter  belonged  especially 
those  which  were  believed  to  recommend  virginity  and  as- 
ceticism, and  to  prove  that  these  formed  the  mode  of  life 
(habitus)  which  corresponded  to  the  true  nature  of  man.  Nor 
were  opinions  wanting  that  characterised  asceticism  as  a  salutary 
means  of  correcting  the  deterioration  of  the  human  state. 
"  Asceticism  and  its  toils  were  not  invented  to  procure  the 
virtue  that  comes  from  without,  but  to  remove  superinduced 
and  unnatural  vileness,  just  as  we  restore  the  natural  brightness 
of  iron  by  carefully  removing  the  rust,  which  is  not  natural, 
but  has  come  to  it  through  negligence "  (John  of  Damascus, 
De  fide  orth.  III.   14). 

The  principles  of  ethics  were,  as  a  rule,  discussed  in  con- 
nection with  the  original  state  of  man.  But  even  in  reference 
to  the  blessedness  enjoyed  in  that  state  no  clear  conception 
was  reached ;  for  if  man's  distinctive  nature  was  based  on  bare 
freedom,  what  sort  of  blessedness  could  there  be  for  him? 
What  could  be  bestowed  on  him  which  he  did  not  possess 
already,  or  which,  if  bestowed,  did  not  once  more  call  in 
question  the  original  possession  ?  What  could  fall  to  his  lot 
except  an  arbitrarily  chosen  reward?  Again,  as  regards  ethics, 
nothing  certain  could  be  established.  While  negative  morality, 
asceticism,  was  conceived,  as  a  rule,  to  be  the  natural  and 
destined  condition  of  man,  yet  an  eftbrt  was  made  to  construct 
an  ideal  of  positive  morality,  in  which  the  virtues  of  philoso- 
phy appeared  in  a  rather  superficial  connection  with  those  of 
reHgion.  '    Negative  and  positive  morality  each  looked  up,  after 

'     See  here  even  the  Latins.  Ambrosias  learned  the  combination,  as  carried  out  by     ! 
him    in    his    De  officiis,  from  the  Cappadocians  5  see  also  the  remarkable  opening 
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all,  to  a  different  supreme  good,  in  the  one  case  immortality, 
in  the  other  the  loftiest  virtue.  Therefore  they  could  not  be 
combined.  The  assumption  of  works  of  supererogation,  which 
the  Christian  could  accomplish  while  remaining  in  the  world, 
formed  the  bridge  between  the  two  ethical  ideals,  but  one 
which  it  must  be  admitted,  contributed  to  flight  from  the  one 
sphere  to  the  other,  rather  than  their  connection.  All  attacks 
on  the  theory  that  ascetic  achievements  were  especially  valu- 
able and  meritorious  were  regarded  as  the  outcome  of  moral 
laxity,  and  it  is  certain  that  in  many  cases  they  actually  were. 

§  3.     Ethics.     Sin. 

It  was  recognised  by  all  the  Fathers  that  the  human  race 
had  turned  from  the  good  and  thus  degenerated  from  its  origin, 
i.e., — according  to  the  view  of  the  majority — from  Adam.  This 
universality  of  sin  was  throughout  explained,  not  from  an  innate 
wicked  power  in  man  impelling  him  necessarily  to  sin,  nor  from 
matter  in  itself,  still  less  from  complicity  on  the  part  of  the 
Deity.  '  Nor,  on  the  other  hand,  was  it  as  a  rule  ascribed  to 
a  direct  inheritance  of  Adam's  sin,  for  inherited  sin  is  a  contra- 
diction in  itself;  Adam  was  the  type,  but  not  the  ancestor,  of 
sinners.  The  true  explanation  was  found  in  the  misuse  of  free- 
dom, caused  by  the  seductions  of  wicked  demons,  and  the  trans- 
mission of  wicked  customs.  Along  with  this,  the  majority  un- 
doubtedly cherished  the  secret  idea,  which  was  not  surmounted, 
that  the  incentive  to  revolt  from  God '"  came  to  a  certain  extent 

of  his  work  De  poenit.  I.  i :  ^-  If  the  final  and  supreme  aim  of  all  virtue  is  to 
minister  as  far  as  possible  to  the  spiritual  benefit  of  our  fellow-man,  we  may 
characterise  benevolent  moderation  as  one  of  the  finest  virtues."  For  the  popular 
conceptions  of  Greek  Christians,  see  Socr.  11.  E.  III.  16,  in  connection  with  Rom.  I. 
On  the  other  hand,  Augustine  attempted  to  derive  the  philosophic  virtues  from 
man's  dependence  on  God,  from  love ;  see,  above  all,  the  splendid  exposition,  Ep. 
CLV.,  ch.   12. 

'  Even  the  subtle  way  in  which  Origen  justified  evil  as  an  element  in  the  best 
possible  world  (see  Vol.  II.,  p.  343  f.)  was  seldom  repeated.  Yet  see  Augustine,  De 
ordine  II.  11  sq.  (one  of  his  oldest  writings):  "mala  in  ordinem  redacta  faciunl 
decorem  universi." 

-  .Sin  was  described  as  sometliing  negative  not  only  by  Augustine,  Init  by  all 
thinking  Greeks  before  him.    Their  conception  was  undoubtedly  based  on  a  philo- 
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necessarily  from  the  sensuous  nature  and  creaturely  infirmity 
of  man,  and  resulted  from  his  composite  constitution,  and  his 
liability  to  death,  whether  that  was  acquired  naturally  or  by 
transgression,  or  inherited.  Decay  and  death  were  especially 
held  to  constitute  an  inducement  to  and  cause  of  continuance  in 
sin.  With  natural  sensuousness  the  fate  of  death  was  conjoined. 
Both  drove  man  from  God.  But  in  spite  of  this  view  the 
assumption  was  retained  of  unaltered  freedom.  If  on  the  one 
hand  stress  was  laid  on  sensuousness  being  a  natural  endow- 
ment of  man,  the  unnaturalness  of  wickedness  was  emphasised 
on  the  other,  and  thus  bare  freedom  received  a  closer  relation 
to  goodness,  which,  of  course,  was  conceived  as  repressed  by 
sin.  The  good  was  the  natural,  but,  again,  in  view  of  man's 
sensuousness,  unnatural  evil  was  also  natural  to  him.  The  essence 
of  sin,  since  wickedness  was  held  to  be  something  purely  nega- 
tive, was  universally  seen  in  alienation  from  God,  being  and 
goodness ;  but  all  that  this  meant  positively  was  that  man  had 
subordinated  his  will  to  his  sensuousness,  and  thereby  lost  the 
feeling,  desire,  and  knowledge  of  the  divine.  The  consequences 
of  sin  were  held  to  be  the  following:  First,  by  the  majority, 
the  universal  mortality  which  had  prevailed  from  Adam,  or  the 
loss  of  the  true  life ;  '  secondly,  the  obscuration  of  the  know- 
ledge of  God,  and  with  it  of  religion  in  general.  This  darken- 
ing made  it  possible  for  the  demons  to  seduce  man  from  the 
true  God,  to  gain  him  to  their  own  service,  and  the  idolatry  of 
the  creature,  in  the  form  of  polytheism,  and  so  even  to  exercise 
an  almost  complete  dominion  over  him,  and  the  earth  associated 
with  humanity.  A  third  consequence  of  sin  was  found  in  a 
certain  weakening  of  freedom,  which,  though  still  existing,  yet 
only  in  rare  cases  succeeded,  without  new  divine  influences, 
in  reaching  a  morally  good,  perfect  life. 

sophical  view  that  God  was  not  only  the  originator  of  being,  but  really  the  sole 
being.  On  the  other  hand,  a  distinction  was  made  between  the  eternal  being  and 
the  creaturely,  which  came  from  God. 

'  The  Antiochenes  thought  differently  (see  under),  and  so  did  the  author  of  the 
App.  Const.,  who  is  exceedingly  lax  in  his  views;  see,  e.g.^  V.  7.  p.  132  (Ed. 
Lagarde).  The  latter  regards  death  as  an  original  divine  institution,  which  makes 
it  possible  for  God  to  punish  or  reward.  The  resurrection  was  due  to  the  rational 
soul  from  God. 
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Suppleinoit. — The  view  taken  by  Irenaeus  and  TertulHan  of 
the  fundamental  importance  of  the  first  Fall  for  the  whole  future 
race,  was  imperilled  by  Origen's  theory  of  a  fall  on  the  part 
of  spirits  in  their  preexistent  state.  It  once  more  gradually 
won  acceptance  as  an  authoritative  Biblical  doctrine,  but  it 
never  obtained  the  same  certainty,  clearness,  or  importance 
among  the  Greek  Fathers  as  among  the  Latin  [i.e.,  after  Am- 
brose); see  Book  II.  of  our  description.  The  explanation  which 
the  theory  of  original  sin  furnished  for  the  phenomenon  of 
universal  sinfulness  was  in  form  similar  to  Origen's,  but  was 
inferior  to  it  in  intelligibility,  and  was  never  unreservedly 
accepted  by  the  Orientals.  The  later  Greeks  indeed,  doubtless 
under  the  influence  of  the  West,  recognised  original  sin,  but 
this  only  resulted  in  a  contradiction ;  for  the  thought  that  each 
man  was  born  /«  pun's  nahiralibtis,  was,  while  no  longer  strictly 
formulated,  never  actually  condemned.  The  old  dilemma  re- 
mained, that  each  man  sinned  either  from  a  necessity  of  his 
nature  or  in  virtue  of  his  freedom ;  and  the  former  opinion 
was  at  all  times  held  in  the  East  to  be  Manichcean.  Inherited 
death,  due  to  Adam,  was  taught  as  a  rule ;  yet  even  in  this 
matter  certain  views  were  never  wholly  obliterated  which  are 
only  intelligible  if  death  was  regarded  as  something  natural. 
From  the  point  of  view  of  the  doctrine  of  redemption  espe- 
cially, it  could  seem  more  pertinent  to  hold  death  to  be  the 
natural  destiny  of  man,  from  which,  however,  redemption  delivered 
him.  Accordingly,  after  Origen's  theory  had  been  abandoned 
on  account  of  its  want  of  Biblical  support,  all  that  was  got  in 
exchange  for  it  was  a  contradiction :  death  was  something 
natural  and  again  unnatural.  We  cannot  wonder  at  this  contra- 
diction ;  in  the  same  way,  no  one  really  held  the  immortality 
assigned  to  the  primitive  state  to  be  something  indisputably 
natural,   but  neither  was  it  regarded  as  absolutely  supernatural. 

§  4.    The  Fall  and  Original  Sin.   Doctriiie  of  Redemption. 

This  is  the  place  to  define  more  precisely  the.  influence  which 
this  Natural  Theology  gained  on  Dogmatics,  i.e.,  on  the  con- 
ceptions   of    redemption    through  Jesus  Christ.     In  so  doing  we 
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must  keep  firmly  in  mind,  that,  in  spite  of  this  influence,  the 
feehng  remained  uppermost  that  redemption  was  something 
superlatively  exalted,  something  unmerited,  a  pure  gift  of  God 
to  humanity.  This  feeling  was,  however,  more  and  more  en- 
couraged also  by  the  fact  that  the  simple  tenets  of  Natural 
Theology  fell  into  confusion  and  became  less  impressive  through 
the  enjoined  and  ever  increasing  attention  to  Biblical  texts  re- 
alistically interpreted,  and  the  necessity  of  repelling  the  system 
of  Origen.  To  this  was  added  the  constantly  growing  reluctance 
to  reflect  independently  at  all,  as  well  as  the  grand  impressions 
made  by  the  divine  dispensation  which  culminated  in  the  in- 
carnation of  the  Son  of  God,  and  was  brought  to  view  in  the 
mysteries. 

In  the  first  place,  the  conviction  of  the  lofty  and,  at  bottom, 
inalienable  dignity  of  man  roused  the  idea  that  man  receives 
through  redemption  that  which  corresponds  to  his  nature.  If 
adoption  to  the  sonship  of  God  and  participation  in  the  divine 
nature  appeared  on  the  one  hand  as  a  gift  above  all  reason 
and  expectation,  yet  it  was  looked  at  on  the  other  as  corre- 
sponding to  the  nature  of  man  already  fixed  in  his  creation. 
For  man  is  God's  image,  and  exalted  as  he  is  above  the  lower 
animals  by  his  constitution,  rises  as  a  spiritual  being  into  the 
heavenly  sphere. 

Secondly,  the  last  word  that  Natural  Theology  has  to  say 
of  man  is  that  he  is  a  free  and  rational  being,  introduced  into 
the  opposition  of  good  and  evil.  Such  a  being  has  really  to 
do  with  God  only  in  his  capacity  of  creator  and  rewarder. 
All  other  points  of  contact  must  necessarily  always  resolve  into 
that.  Again,  for  such  a  being  there  can  only  exist  one  good, 
that  is  knowledge,  which  includes  virtue,  and  besides  this  cer- 
tain rewards  alone  find  a  place ;  for  his  nature  requires  that  he 
should  be  independent  in  all  his  movements,  nay,  these  only 
possess  any  value  through  such  independence.  The  Deity  stands 
at  the  beginning  and  the  close  of  the  history  of  free  men  as 
the  power  that  creates  and  rewards.  But  the  intervening  space 
is  not  occupied  by  the  Deity  himself  in  order  to  govern  man, 
and  to  preserve  his  allegiance.  On  the  contrary,  man  has  to 
deal  solely  with  divine  knowledge  and  rules  in  accordance  with 
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which  his  freedom  is  meant  to  evince  itself;  for  this  freedom, 
while  in  itself  a  liberty  of  choice,  was  given  to  him  that  he 
might  achieve,  in  a  zealous  pursuit  of  virtue  based  on  rational 
knowledge,  the  moral  perfection  possessed  by  the  Deity  Himself. 
This  whole  view,  which  is  familiar  to  us  from  the  Apologists, 
was  never  completely  lost  by  the  Greek  Fathers.  Its  first 
consequence  was  that  henceforth  the  whole  of  religion  could 
be, — as  already  in  the  case  o^  the  Apologists — and  was,  looked 
at  from  the  point  of  view  of  knowledge  and  lazu.  It  appeared 
as  a  morality  based  on  pure  knowledge  of  God  and  the  world, 
one  to  which  nothing  could  be  added.  Along  with  freedom, 
the  natural  moral  law  was  implanted  in  man,  that  is,  the  sure 
consciousness  of  the  rules,  by  which  he  had  to  prove  what 
was  in  him.  The  rules  corresponded  ultimately  to  the  laws  of 
the  universe  set  in  operation  and  maintained  by  God  as  su- 
preme First  Cause.  This  natural  law,  when  it  had  been  obscured 
in  the  mind  of  man,  was  repeated  in  the  Decalogue  by  an 
external  legislation,  and,  on  account  of  the  hard-heartedness  of 
the  Jews,  was  supplemented  with  burdens,  temporary  command- 
ments ;  and  it  was  finally  reduced  by  Jesus  Christ  to  the  sim- 
plest of  formulas,  set  in  operation  by  the  impressive  preaching 
of  rewards  and  punishments,  and  perfectly  fulfilled  by  Jesus. 
He  revealed  the  perfect  knowledge  of  God,  and  restored  the 
natural  moral  law — these  two  statements  being  really  identical, 
for  in   both  God  appears  as  the  supreme  cause.  ^    In  this  state- 

'  We  perceive  the  Greek  conception  most  clearly  from  the  law  in  Apost.  Const. 
VI.  ig — 24.  The  section  begins  with  the  words  :  yvovrsgyxp  @sbv  Six'lijo-oC  Xpia-rov 
■Kxl  T>)v  (r\j{X'7TX(ru.v  cdiTOv  ol>iovoiJ.txv  xfxM^^v  ysyivyiixsvifv.  On  SsSccxb  vof^cv  axAoOi/ 
sti;  ßovj^stxv  Tov  (pvamov  xxixpov,  (TUTvipiov,  xytov^  ev  ii  xxi  Td'iSio\''6voi^x  syxxrsäsTO. 
The  Decalogue  is  meant;  it  was  given  to  the  nation  before  its  revolt,  and  God 
had  no  intention  of  adding  sacrificial  regulations,  but  tolerated  sacrifices.  After  the 
revolt  (of  the  golden  calf)  he  himself,  however,  gave  the  ceremonial  law:*" He 
liound  the  people  with  irremovable  fetters,  and  imposed  heavy  burdens  and  a 
hard  yoke  upon  them,  that  they  might  abandon  idolatry  and  turn  again  to  that 
law  which  God  had  implanted  by  nature  in  all  men"  (ch.  XX.).  These  "branding 
irons,  lancets,  and  medicines"  were,  however,  only  for  the  sick.  Christians  who 
voluntarily  believed  in  one  God  were  delivered  by  him,  aljove  all,  from  the  sacri- 
ficial service.  Christ  has  fulfilled  {Hvpcoa-x^)  the  law,  but  removed  the  additions, 
"if  not  all,  yet  the  more  irksome'';  this  is  the  opposite  of  TertuUian's  opinion. 
He  restored  man's  right  of  self-determination,  and  in  doing  so  confirmed  the 
natural    law    {rbv    cf-t/tr/KOv    voixov    eßeßxionrev).     iSIore    rigorous    conditions  are  only 
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ment  we  have  already  mentioned  the  second  consequence  of  the 
speculation :  all  grace  can  only  possess  the  character  of  a  sup- 
port, of  a  rectification  of  knowledge.  The  whole  of  the  oper- 
ations of  God's  grace  are  in  the  end,  crutches  offered  to  feeble 
man.  In  offering  them,  God  reveals  a  goodness  which,  after 
what  he  has  already  done  in  creation,  is  without  any  fixed 
limit.  Grace  is  therefore  not  absolutely  necessary  for  every  man.  ' 
God,  again,  by  no  means  reveals  himself  in  it  even  as  the 
blessing  which  man  requires,  but  he  simply  imparts  complete 
knowledge,  and  thus  explains,  and  strengthens  the  motives  for 
observing,  the  rules  of  conduct  which  man  had  long  possessed. 
But  in  the  third  place,  it  follows  from  the  speculation,  that  sin 
is  nothing  but  the  transgression,  induced  by  imperfect  knowledge, 
of  those  rules,  whose  observance  does  not  exhibit  man's  depen- 
dence on  God,  but  his  independence  and  freedom.  Sin  subjects 
man  to  the  judgment  of  God.  Punishment  is  the  gravest  result 
of  sin.  But  God  would  not  be  just,  if  he  were  not  an  indul- 
gent judge.  His  goodness  which  supports  man,  has  its  counter- 
part in  the  indulgence  which  overlooks  the  time  of  ignorance 
of  the  individual,  and  leaves  unpunished  the  sins  of  men  when- 
ever   they    feel    penitent. ""    Since  it  is  impossible  in  this  whole 

apparent.  Just  vengeance  is  even  yet  permitted,  toleration  is  only  better:  ou  tx 
(pviriKX  7rxS>i  skuotttsiv  svoi^oSsTJio'ev  «AAa  rjjv  tovtwv  xiMSTpixv  (This  is  not  the 
usual  Greek  view,  but  a  conception  peculiar  to  this  lax  author).  But  Christ  himself 
abolished  what  had  been  "added"  solely  by  fulfilling  it  first  in  his  life  and  death, 
or  by  transforming  the  ceremonies  into  spiritual  rites.  The  respect  which  Irenteus, 
as  distinguished  from  the  older  teachers,  had  already  entertained  for  the  ceremonial 
law  is  shown  even  more  clearly  here. 

1    Yet  see  what  is  said  below  on  Macarius. 

-  Forgiveness  of  sins  was  a  conception  which  in  this  connection  could  hardly 
be  carried  out  by  the  Fathers.  The  passing  over  of  the  time  of  ignorance  and  the 
acceptance  of  the  reparation  involved  in  penitence  constituted  forgiveness.  Hardly 
another  teacher  from  and  after  the  fourth  century,  has  e.\pressed  it  so  clearly  as 
Clemens  Alex. :  twv  Trpoys'ysvynj.svuv  ®eot;  SiSaia-iv  xipea-iv,  rcSv  Ss  hTriovraiv  xiitoq 
SKXtrrog  ixvru  (Quis  div.  salv.  40,  cf.  Strom.  II.  14,  58,  and  elsewhere);  but  the 
statement  as  to  Christ  in  Pcedag.  I.  3,  7  :  tx  (j.sv  xjj.xpT'^iJ.xrx  ui;  ©so?  xc^ieiq,  sic, 
^s  TO  (iii  sixfJixfTxvsiv  TTXiSxyooycov  wq  xvQpüiTTot;^  formed  a  part  of  the  fundamental 
view  of  the  following  age.  We  cannot  wonder  at  this.  Between  mechanical  ex- 
piations and  penitence  there  is  in  fact  no  third  term,  as  soon  as  the  forgiveness 
of  sins  is  applied  to  individual  cases.  Only  where  faith  in  forgiveness  is  ^/le  faith 
itself,  is  it  more  than  a  word,  and  yet  not  magical. 
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question  that  there  can  be  any  suggestion  of  a  restoration  of 
man  to  that  communion  with  God  which  he  had  forsaken, 
since  on  the  contrary,  the  sole  point  was  that  man,  to  whom 
it  was  always  possible  to  return,  should  not  be  impeded  while 
striving  and  yet  stumbling,  the  view  was,  in  fact,  inevitable 
that  God  remits  punishment  to  every  penitent.  God  would  not 
appear  just,  but  harsh  and  unloving,  if  he  did  not  accept  sincere 
penitence  as  an  equivalent  for  transgressions.  It  was  accord- 
ingly agreed  that,  although  men  are  sinners,  they  become  just 
in  the  sight  of  God  through  virtue  and  penitence,  and  redemp- 
tion to  eternal  life  through  Christ  can  only  benefit  such  as  have 
acquired  this  righteousness  through  their  independent  efforts. 
The  sacraments  initiated  men  into  this  effort  to  obtain  virtue, 
and  they  had  also  an  indescribable  influence  upon  it.  But 
personal  fulfilment  of  the  law  was  still  something  thoroughly 
independent.  Finally,  it  followed  from  this  moral  view,  that  it 
was  impossible  to  gain  a  clear  idea  of  the  state  of  perfection. 
A  state  of  freedom  and  a  perfect  virtue  based  on  perfect 
knowledge  cannot  be  raised  higher  than  they  are,  and  that 
which  is  given  to  rev.'ard  the  latter  can  never  be  intrinsically 
connected  with  it.  The  complete  vacuity  of  the  conceptions 
held  of  the  final  state,  apart  from  the  effect  of  the  hope  of  an 
ever  increasing  knowledge,  i.e..  vision  of  God,  was  accordingly 
also  the  natural  consequence  of  the  conviction  that  man, 
because  he  is  free,  is  dependent  on  no  one,  and  that  he  is 
always  at  the  goal  when  he  fulfils  the  law  of  God. 

Thirdly,  the  rationalistic  exposition  of  the  doctrine  of  God 
and  creation  could  not  fail  to  impel  apologists  to  expound  the 
reasonableness  of  the  doctrines  of  the  Trinity,  the  resurrection 
of  the  body,  etc.  As  a  matter  of  fact  the  attempt  was 
even  made  to  prove  the  existence  of  a  general  agreement, 
a  "common  sense",  as  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  and 
references  were  especially  made  to  heathen  philosophers, 
though,  on  the  other  hand,  when  it  seemed  expedient,  the 
Greeks  were  denied  any  knowledge  of  the  Trinity.  Such 
references  were  all  the  more  natural,  since  Neoplatonic  philo- 
sophers, and  at  an  earlier  date  Numenius,  had  constructed 
a    kind    of  trinity.     Cyril,    again,    in    his  Catechisms,  supported 
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the  resurrection  of  the  body  to  a  very  large  extent  on  rational 
grounds,  and  others  followed  his  example.  For  the  extent  to 
which  even  the  doctrine  of  the  Incarnation  was  included  in 
Natural  Theology,  see  following  chapter. 

Fourthly,  from  all  this  it  followed,  that  man  could  ultimately 
receive  nothing  from  history  which  he  could  not,  nay,  had  not 
to,  wrest  for  himself.  But  the  Logos  in  the  flesh  (AcV^c  hrj-xpy,oc) 
belonged  to  history.  Accordingly,  it  was  impossible  wholly  to 
get  rid  of  the  view  that  there  was  a  standpoint  for  which  the 
historical  Christ,  since  he  was  merely  the  edifying  teacher, 
meant  nothing.  This  view  was,  as  we  know,  expressed  per- 
fectly plainly  by  Origen  (see  Vol.  II.,  p.  342,  n.  i);  and  in 
this  he  by  no  means  stood  alone.  It  was  not  only  repeated 
by  half-heathen  theologians,  like  Synesius,  but  it  runs  like  a 
hidden  thread  through  the  conceptions  of  all  Greek  theologians, 
as  long  as  they  continued  to  think  independently.  It  is  the 
negative  complement  of  the  idea  that  the  knowledge  accom- 
panied by  virtue,  which  transcends  all  that  is  visible,  and  there- 
fore all  that  is  historical,  includes  blessedness  in  itself,  and 
moreover,  that  it  can  be  achieved  from  our  own  resources 
through  a  direct  afflatus  divinus.  But  still  further:  even  in 
Augustine  this  view  was  not  wholly  surmounted.  The  man, 
who  perceived  the  Deity,  and  had  gained  faith,  love,  and  hope, 
stood  beside  the  throne  of  God,  and  was  with  the  Father  of 
light  and  his  essential  Word ;  the  historical  Christ  lay  beneath 
him.  '  Further,  even  opponents  of  Origen,  like  Methodius  and 
his  successors,  the  mystics,  had  arrived  at  the  same  conception 
(see  Vol.  III.,  p.  no).  For  the  ascetic  mystic  history  passed 
away  along  with  the  world;  he  might  cast  aside  all  crutches, 
traversing  independently  the  long,  mysterious  path  from  the 
extreme  outside  to  the  inmost  recess  of  the  spiritual.  At  the 
end  of  this  path  there  stood,  not  Jesus  Christ,  but  the  unem- 
bodied  Logos  {Xoyoq  a,(Ta,pxoq),  since  he  was  pure  truth  and  pure 
life.  An  incarnate  Christ  {evdxpKOc)  was  born  in  each  who  tra- 
versed this  path.  He  in  whom  Christ  was  born,  however,  no 
longer  needed  the  historical  Christ. " 

'    Augustine,  De  doctr.  I.  34. 

"    See   even  Augustine,  on  Jolin,  tract.  21,  n.  S:  ■•Gratulcmur  et  giatias  agamus 
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Rationalism,  or  Christianity  as  the  moral  law  which  is  freely 
fulfilled,  and  mysticism  are  regarded  as  opposites,  and  so  they 
are  before  the  tribunal  of  philosophy.  But  before  that  of  positive 
religion  they  are  not,  they  are  rather  akin,  at  least  in  the  form 
in  which  they  confront  us  in  antiquity.  '  Mysticism  of  course 
embraces  germs  which  when  unfolded  will  resist  rationalism. 
But  at  first  it  is  nothing  but  rationalism  applied  to  a  sphere 
above  reason  (ratio).  The  admission  that  there  was  such  a 
sphere  formed  the  difterence.  It  was  mysticism  as  much  as 
rationalistic  moralism  which  secretly  formed  an  opposition  to  the 
Christianity  proclaimed  by  Jesus  Christ  to  be  tlie  ivay  and  the 
truth  for  all  men  and  for  every  grade.  The  most  vital  piety 
of  the  Greek  Fathers,  and  the  strenuous  eff'ort  to  make  them- 
selves at  home  in  religion,  insured  them  at  least  against  losing 
the  historical  Christ. 

But  it  was  only  a  danger  that  here  threatened.  We  may 
not  say  more.  The  Deity  had  come  down  to  earth,  God  had 
become  man,  and  that  in  the  historical  Jesus — faith  in  this 
stupendous  fact,  "the  newest  of  the  new,  nay,  the  only  new 
thing  under  the  sun,"  limited  all  rationalism.  It  imperatively 
demanded  the  investigation,  on  the  one  hand,  of  the  ground 
and  cause,  on  the  other,  of  the  fruit  and  blessing,  of  this  divine 
dispensation.  It  was  necessary  to  find  the  relation  of  the 
latter  to  the  mystery  and  horror  of  death.  It  was  indeed 
impossible  to  make  the  "naturalness"  of  death  credible;  for 
all  nature,  higher  and  lower,  rebelled  against  it.  And  the 
consciousness  of  a  capacity  for  perfect  knowledge  and  goodness 
underlay  in  practical  life  the  sense  of  incapacity.  Hence  the 
conviction  that  man  must  be  redeemed,  and  through  Jesus 
Christ  is  redeemed.  The  doctrines  of  innate  freedom,  the  law, 
and  the  independent  achievement  of  virtue  were  not  abandoned ; 

noa    solum    nos    Christianos    factos    esse,    seel    Christum  .  .  .    admiramini    gaudete: 
Christus  facti  sumus." 

'  Bigg  (The  Christian  Platoirists  of  Alex.,  1886,  p.  51  f.)  has  also  correctly' 
perceived  this;  he  is  speaking  of  the  attitude  of  Clement  and  of  the  Alexandrians 
generally :  "  On  one  side  Rationalist,  on  another  Mystic."  "  Though  there  is  in  them 
a  strong  vein  of  Common  Sense  or  Rationalism,  they  were  not  less  sensible  of  the 
mystic  supernatural  side  of  the  religious  life  than  Irenseus.  The  diffei-CTtce  is  that 
with  thou  the  mystical  grows  out  of  the  rationaiy 
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but  they  were  counterbalanced  by  faith  in  the  necessity  and 
reality  of  redemption.  And  this  combination,  unsatisfactory  as 
it  seems  to  us,  was  yet  capable  of  forming  men  of  Christian 
character.  Such  men  were  never  wanting  in  any  century  of  the 
older  Greek  Church  after  Athanasius  and  Chrysostom,  although 
their  theology  lacked  the  confession  of  the  Psalmist :  "  It  is 
good  for  me  to  cleave  to  God"  (Mihi  adhaerere  deo  bonum  est).  ^ 


Instead  of  multiplying  details  we  may  here  give  the  views  on 
freedom,  sin,  and  grace,  of  four  eminent  Greek  Fathers,  Athanasius, 
Gregory  of  Nyssa,  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  and  John  of  Damascus. 

(i)  Athanasius. — The  conceptions  formed  by  Athanasius  of  the 
original  state  of  man,  of  sin  and  grace,  show  especially  his 
inability  to  distinguish  between  nature  and  grace.  In  his  work 
"De  incarnatione " "  he  strove  to  prove  that  the  incarnation 
was  a  n^essity  on  the  part  of  God.  Therefore  he  emphasises 
strongly  Oie  destiny  of  man,  and  distinguishes  it  sharply  from 
his  empirical  condition ;  for  this  destiny  sets  God  a  task  which 
he  must  carry  out  under  all  circumstances,  if  his  goodness 
{x'/xdoT'^c)  is  to  remain  in  force.  Therefore,  in  many  of  the 
arguments  of  this  work,  human  nature  appears  as  the  creaturely 
and  sensuous  constitution,  while  everything  else,  including  the 
endowment  of  reason,  takes  the  form  of  a  dommi  superadditum, 
potentially  given  in  the  original  state,  and  binding  on  God 
himself,    a    gift   of  grace,  which  was  meant  to  rise  to  complete 

'  The  text  is  indeed  quoted  by  Macarius  (Ep.  I.  fin)  as  the  sum  of  all  know- 
ledge. But  even  to  this  theologian,  who  came  nearest  Western  thought  in  some 
paraenetic  remarks,  and  frequently  drew  the  sharpest  contrast  between  nature  and 
grace  (see  Horn.  I.  lo,  IV.  7 — 9),  the  "cleaving  to  God"  meant  nothing  but  the 
independent  decision  for  God.  The  following  passage  (Hom.  IV.  5)  proves  how 
remote  Macarius  was  from  Augustine :  "  How  should  God  treat  a  man  who,  in  the 
exercise  of  free  will,  devotes  himself  to  the  world,  lets  himself  be  seduced  by  its 
pleasures,  or  revels  in  dissipations  ?  God  only  sends  his  help  to  him  who  renounces 
worldly  pleasures,  and  preserves  himself  completely  from  the  snares  and  traps  of 
the  sensuous  world,"  etc.  Here  we  see  that  the  contrast  between  nature  and  grace 
was  not  so  seriously  meant.  The  same  is  the  case  with  "law  and  gospel."  No 
Greek  Father  was  able  to  regard  these  as  contrasted  in  the  same  way  as  we  see 
them  in  the  writings  of  Paul  and  Augustine. 

2    On  its  authenticity,  see  the  next  chapter. 
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knowledge  of  God  through  the  free  moral  development  of  man 
— for  that  was  the  goal.  [Athanasius  uses  very  different  ex- 
pressions for  this  in  his  writings :  (pxyrxf^U  irsp)  Qsov  (power 
of  conceiving  God),  'yvrc7ig  (knowledge)  y.xrxyöyjfrig  (perception) 
KXTxXvj-^^ig  (comprehension)  Osccpia.  rcov  ösiccy  (theory  of  divine 
things)  ösccpix  rccy  yo'/irSiy  ( — of  the  intelligible)  hccplx  vrsp)  rov 
&£oi>  (science  of  God)  h^oix  r-/jg  iig  Trocrspx  -/uucscjg  (concept 
of  knowledge  as  to  the  Father)].  The  change  which  took  place 
in  man  through  sin,  or  through  death,  is  accordingly  conceived 
as  a  loss  of  the  divine.  God  is  at  the  same  time  supremely 
interested  in  preventing  man,  once  destined  to  obtain  perfect 
divine  knowledge,  from  becoming  a  prey  to  his  lower  nature, 
and  being  destroyed.  ' 

But  even  in  the  De  incarn.,  and  to  a  still  greater  extent 
in  his  later  anti-Arian  writings,  Athanasius  defends  the  idea  that 
the  rational  spirit  {•4^'Jxh  ^^oyiz'/i — Athanasius  being  a  dichotomist) 
belongs  to  man's  constitution,  is  immortal,  and  at  bottom  also 
inalienable.  This  *^y%v?  Xoyizvi  can  gradually  recognise  the  Logos 
and  God  from  creation ;  it  is,  accordingly,  not  only  an  inalien- 
able religious  talejit,  but  also  an  inalienable  religious  factor. 
Its  power  extends  so  far  that  there  have  been  holy  men  in  all 
ages  (c.  gent.  2;  c.  Arian.  III.  33:  7ro?,'Ao)  yxp  ob-j  xyioi  ysyovxii 
zizöxpo)  TTXT'/iC  xy.xprix:).  The  reconciliation  of  the  two  contra- 
dictory statements,  that  the  higher  endowment  appears  first  as 
grace,  then  as  nature,  is  to  be  found  in  the  following  points, 
(i)  The  -dy-jxh  ^^cyr/.-zi  is  only  rational  (logical)  because  it  parti- 
cipates in  the  Logos,  is  his  image,  possesses  a  shadow  of  him 
(De  incarn.  3),  and  retains  its  power  only  when  steadfastly  con- 
nected with  him.  For  this  reason  it  can  be  termed,  although  a 
natural  provision,  an  "  external "  (c.  Arian.  II.  68 :  '*  Adam  was 
outside  before  his  transgression,  having  received  grace  and  not 
having  had  it  adapted  to  his  body " ;  '0  W^kf/,  irpo  rijg  Trxpx- 
ßxTsaq  s^ccösv  V/V,  /.xßcoy  rv^y  xxpi'^  y-x)  [j.vj  (rvyijpf/,oi7/y^£i/yjV  '^x^'^v 
x-jT'/jv  Tu)  (jcl}fy.xTi).  (2)  It  is  only  in  the  apologetic  arguments 
of  the  treatise  De  incarn.  that  Adam's  fall  and  its  consequence 
appear  as  forming  a  tremendous  cleavage,  and  the  state  before 

'  De  incarn.  IV. :  if  Trxpxßaa-it;  tS?  evToAjj?  sJ?  to  y.xrk  ipva-iv  xlroi/t;  sTrefTTpsypiv. 
Accordingly,  everything  is  supei-natural  which  raises  man  above  the  level  of  nature. 
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and  after  the  fall  as  a  contrast.  That  was  not  the  characteristic 
view  of  Athanasius,  '  as  is  shown  by  other  arguments  in  the 
same  writing,  and  the  rest  of  the  tractates.  He  contemplates 
not  a  loss  once  for  all,  but  a  gradual  enfeeblement.  Mankind 
has  more  and  more  lost,  from  generation  to  generation,  the 
consciousness  of  God,  i.e.,  through  the  darkening  of  his  mind. 
That  which  above  all  burdened  humanity,  however,  was  not  sin, 
but  the  sentence  of  death  pronounced  by  God  on  the  sinner — 
see  next  chapter.  The  faculties  for  knowing  God,  and  thus  for 
attaining  the  goal,  remained,  but  there  was  no  corresponding 
power  actually  to  reach  the  goal.  A  Catholic  investigator  has  ex- 
pressed this  as  follows  : "'  "  Sinful  man  gradually  lost,  according 
to  Athanasius,  what  was  supernatural  in  his  prerogatives,  and 
retained  only  what  was  natural.  Supernatural  were  moral  good- 
ness on  the  one  hand,  the  correct  consciousness  and  due  use 
of  rationality  and  immortality  on  the  other ;  while  ration- 
ality and  immortahty  generally  were  natural."  The  intrusion 
here  of  the  modern  Catholic  categories  of  "  natural  and 
"supernatural"  is  incorrect;  for  the  spiritual  nature  of  man 
was  held  by  all  the  Fathers  to  be  supernatural.  But  the 
idea  is  correct.  But  we  must  go  further.  The  difference  here 
is  exclusively  quantitative;  it  is  only  qualitative  from  the  fact 
that  what  remains  of  higher  powers  is  as  a  rule  of  less  than  its 
initial  value,  i.e.,  is  no  longer  capable  of  reaching  the  goal. 
The  same  Catholic  scholar  is  therefore  perfectly  correct,  when 
— expressing  himself  with  due  caution — he  finds  (p.  159  f.)  that 
Athanasius  "  does  not  seem  to  treat "  the  punishment  of  sin — better, 
sin  — "with  sufficient  gravity".  "  He  teaches,  indeed,  that  the  spirit- 
ual gifts  of  man  were  lost  through  sin,  but  he  conceives  this 
ruin  as  gradual  in  time  and  degree,  depending  on  the  extent 
to  which  men  had  turned  from  the  contemplation  of  the  spirit- 
ual and  to  the  sensuous";  i.e.,  Athanasius  simply  follows  an 
empirical  and  natural  line  of  thought,  in  virtue  of  which  he  finds 
in  mankind  very  different  grades  of  moral  and  intellectual 
position.     That  this  was  a  consequence  of  human  freedom  con- 

1    Against    Wendt,     Die    christl.    Lehre    von    der    menschlichen   Volkommenheit 
(1880),  p.  47  f. 

-    Atzberger,  Die  Logoslehre  des  h.  Athanasius.    (1880),  p.    156. 
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stituted  a  sufficient  explanation  in  itself  and  freed  the  Deity  of 
all  blame.  But  it  did  not  explain  the  universality  of  death, 
and  left  out  of  account  Gen.  I. — III.  The  above  empirical  view, 
which  ultimately,  indeed,  cast  a  certain  shadow  on  the  Deity, 
and  these  chapters  of  the  Bible  compelled  him  to  secure,  some- 
how or  other,  a  historical  beginning  for  the  present  condition 
and  therewith  an  original  state  of  man.  But  the  relations  of 
the  present  to  that  beginning  are  really  exhausted  in  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  once  pronounced  sentence  of  death ;  ^  and  the 
primitive  state,  which  is  clearly  enough  described  (c.  gentes  2, 
De  incarn.  3,  4)  as  a  destiny — Adam  himself  having  not  yet 
attained  what  his  endowments  fitted  him  for,  continued  in  this 
sense ;  nay,  it  ultimately  embraced  the  idea  that  God  was  under 
the  necessity  of  bringing  the  sentence  of  death  to  an  end. 

However,  Athanasius  did  arrive  at  positive  conclusions  as  to 
the  specific  grace  bestowed  in  the  Christian  redemption,  in  his 
polemic  against  the  Arians.  It  is  not  to  be  wondered  at  that 
the  discussion  of  grace  in  connection  with  creation  and  the 
natural  endowments  of  man  only  resulted,  on  the  premises 
stated  by  the  Fathers,  in  tautologies.  But  against  the  Arians, 
where  Athanasius  was  not  interested  in  cosmology,  he  shows 
that  we  have  received  from  grace  what  was  by  nature  peculiar 
to  the  Son,  and  he  definitely  distinguishes  between  grace  in 
creation  and  in  redemption.  Deut.  XXXII.  6,  7,  18,  where  it 
is  said  that  God  created  and  begot  men,  he  interprets  as  follows : 
''  By  creating,  Moses  describes  the  natural  state  of  men,  for 
they  are  works  and  beings  made ;  by  begetting,  he  lets  us  see 
the  love  of  God  to  them  after  their  creation"  (c.  Arian.  II.  58). 
Similarly  on  John  I.  12,  13:  ''John  makes  use  of  the  words 
'to  become'  because  they  are  called  sons,  not  by  nature,  but 
by  adoption ;  but  he  has  employed  the  word  '  begotten ',  because 
they  in  any  case  have  received  the  name  of  son . . .  The  good- 
ness of  God  consists  in  this,  that  he  afterwards  becomes,  by 
grace,  the  father  of  those  whose  creator  he  already  is.  He 
becomes  their  father,  however,  when — as  the  Apostle  says — 
the  men  who  have  been  created  receive  into  their  hearts  the 
Spirit   of  his   Son,  which  calls,  'Abba,  Father.'     But  the  latter 

'    All  men  were  lost  in  Adam's  transgression,"  c.  Arian.  II.  61. 
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consist  of  all  who  have  received  the  Word  and  have  obtained 
power  from  him  to  become  children  of  God.  For  since  by 
nature  they  are  creatures,  they  can  only  become  sons  by  receiv- 
ing the  spirit  of  the  natural  and  true  Son.  In  order  that  this 
may  happen  the  Word  became  flesh,  that  men  might  be  made 
capable  of  receiving  the  Deity.  This  conception  can  also  be 
found  in  the  Prophet  Malachi,  who  says :  '  Did  not  one  God 
create  you?  Have  you  not  all  one  Father?'  For  here  again  he 
says  in  the  first  place  'created',  and  in  the  second  'father', 
in  order  similarly  to  show  that  we  are  first,  and  by  nature, 
creatures,  but  afterwards  are  adopted  as  sons,  God  the  creator 
becoming  also  our  father,"  etc.  (c.  Arian.  II.  59).  These  ex- 
positions are  certainly  worth  noting,  but  we  must  not  over- 
estimate them ;  for  in  the  same  discourses  against  the  Arians 
they  are  modified  to  the  effect  that  our  sonship  depends  on  the 
Logos  dwelling  in  us,  i.e.,  it  receives  a  cosmological  basis  (see 
c.  Arian.  III.  10).  In  some  passages  it  indeed  looks  as  if  the 
Logos  only  dwelt  in  us  in  consequence  of  the  incarnation  (see 
above  and  I.e.  IV.  22);  but  it  is  quite  clear  in  others  that 
Athanasius  thought  of  an  indwelling  before  the  incarnation,  an 
indweUing  wholly  independent  of  it.  With  the  recollection  that 
there  were  sons  of  God  in  the  O.  T.,  Athanasius  proves  that 
the  Logos  was  eternal.  Accordingly,  it  is  with  him  as  with 
Clement  of  Alexandria :  when  the  Fathers  are  not  deahng  with 
apologetic  theology,  and  disregard  the  O.  T.,  they  are  able 
to  comprehend  and  describe  the  grace  due  to  the  historical 
Christ  in  its  specific  significance ;  but  when  they  reason  connect- 
edly everything  ultimately  resolves  into  the  natural  endowment 
fixed  once  for  all. 

Literature. — See,  besides  the  works  quoted  of  Atzberger  and 
Wendt,  Möhler,  Athanasius,  I.  p.  136  ff.  Voigt,  Athanasius, 
p.  104  fi".,  and  Ritschl,  Rechtfertigung  und  Versöhnung,  2  Ed. 
Vol.  I.  p.  8  ff". 

(2)  Gregory  of  Nyssa. — Gregory's  theories  also  appear  to  be 
hampered  by  a  contradiction  because  they  are  sketched  from 
two  different  points  of  view.  On  the  one  hand  he  regards  the 
nature  of  man  in  spirit  and  body  as  constituting  his  true  being. 
To    him,    as    opposed    to    Origen,    the    whole    earthly  world  is 
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good,  a  mirror  of  divine  wisdom  and  power,  a  place  meant  to 
be  pervaded  by  the  divine.  Before  this  could  be  possible  "it 
was  necessary  that  a  union  should  be  effected  between  its 
essential  elements  and  the  higher  spiritual  and  divine  nature, 
whereby  first  the  divine  shone  as  through  a  glass  into  the  earthly 
world,  after  which  the  earthly,  elevated  with  the  divine,  could 
be  freed  from  liability  to  decay,  and  be  transfigured.  This  cen- 
tral significance,  this  part  of  constituting  a  bond  between  two 
worlds  in  themselves  opposed,  was  assigned  to  man,  who  stood 
at  the  head  of  the  ascending  scale  of  earthly  creatures,  which 
he  comprehended  like  a  microcosm,  while  he  also  as  Koyixh 
Zooo'j  (a  rational  being)  projected  into  the  invisible  world,  in 
virtue  of  his  nature  made  in  the  image  of  God,  i.e.,  spiritual 
and  moral,  and,  especially,  ethically  free.  This  nature  of  man, 
besides,  being  created,  possessed  nothing  of  itself,  but  only  like 
the  sun-loving  eye  turned  ever  of  its  own  accord  to  the  eternal 
light,  living  on  it,  and  interpreting  it  to  the  earthly  world 
to  which  it  essentially  belonged." '  But  on  the  other  hand, 
though  Gregory  rejected  Origen's  theories  of  the  pre-existence 
of  souls,  the  pre-temporal  fall,  and  the  world  as  a  place  of 
punishment  [Trep)  '/.xroiTy.euvjc  xv^pcoTrccv,  ch.  28,  29),  regarding 
them  as  Hellenic  dogmas  and  therefore  mythological,  yet  he 
was  dominated  by  the  fundamental  thought  which  led  Origen 
to  the  above  view.  The  spiritual  and  the  earthly  and  sen- 
suous resisted  each  other.  If  man  was,  as  Scripture  says, 
created  in  the  image  of  God, ""  then  he  was  a  spiritual  being, 
and  his  being  so  constituted  his  nature  (see  I.e.  ch.  16 — 18). 
Man  was  a  self-determining,  but,  because  created,  a  change- 
able spirit,  meant  to  share  in  all  the  blessings  of  God.  So  far 
as    he    had    a    sensuous    side,    and   was  mortal,  he  was  not  an 

1  See  Catech.  mag.  5?  6,  and  the  work,  tts^'I  i^vx-  h-  ivxa-Toct;.,  as  also  Trspi 
y.oiTXTK.  xvipouTT.  2  ff.  i6.  Möller  in  Herzog  R.-E.,  2  Ed.  Vol.  v.,  p.  401,  and  his  work, 
Gregorii    Nyss.    de  natura  horn,  doctr.  illustr.  et  cinn  Origeniana  coniparata,   1854. 

-  Orat.  I.  T.  I.,  p.  150:  Kfltr'  sixövx  V'%w  to  Aoyixbt;  sJvcit  xced^  cfioiutriv  Ss  yivoi/.cct 
£v  Tii  XpivTtxvoi;  ysvs^TÖxi.  The  ^'  image  "'  cannot  consist  in  the  bodily.  The  latter 
is  at  most  a  copy  of  the  "image,"  see  Tspi  kxtc/.o-k.  aväpwT.  8,  12.  But  the"image" 
itself  implies  that  it  can  only  really  be  completely  produced  by  free  self-determination 
on  the  part  of  man.  "  If  any  compidsion  obtained,  the  image  would  not  be  realised." 
(Catech.  mag.  5). 
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image  of  God.  Gregory  now  laid  stress  on  man  (homo) — as 
he  conceived  it,  humanity — having  been  first  created,  and  then 
having  been  fashioned  into  male  and  female.  He  concluded 
from  this  that  the  earthly  and  sensuous  side  of  man  was 
sxiyswyjiJ^XTiyJi^  a  subsequent  creation,  that,  accordingly,  the 
spiritual  in  man  was  conceptually  the  primary,  and  his  sensuous 
and  bodily  nature  the  secondary,  part  of  him.  ^  He  further 
concluded  that  man  was  originally  designed  to  live  a  sexless 
life  like  the  angels,  that  God  would  have  multiplied  men  as 
he  did  the  angels  by  his  power  "in  a  noble  fashion"  {'Trsp) 
•/,xrx7y..,  17),  and  that  the  proper  and  natural  dwelling-place  of 
men  was  the  pure  and  incorporeal  future  state. 

But  near  as  he  was  to  consequences  drawn  by  Origen, " 
Gregory  rejected  them.  The  destiny  of  man  sketched  above 
was  an  ideal  one.  In  other  words,  God,  looking  to  the  Fall, 
at  once  created  and  added  the  earthly  and  sensuous  nature  of 
man ;  nay,  this  was  not  merely  due  to  the  Fall,  but,  as  is 
shown  by  the  first  line  of  thought  given  above,  the  earthly 
nature  of  man  had  also,  since  it  was  possessed  by  divine  energies 
and  transfigured,  a  lasting  significance.  But  the  Paradisaical 
state  in  which  men  lived  before  the  Fall,  was  not  the  highest; 
for  the  body  was  not  transfigured,  though  it  had  not  yet  been 
stained  by  sexual  intercourse.  The  highest  state,  in  so  far  as 
it  was  brought  about  by  the  resurrection  [sis  ro  xp^xToy  T>jc 
0'j7£coc  •/iij.icv  xTTOzxTXTTxa-ig),  was  that  which  notionally  preceded 
the  life  in  Paradise,  but  had  never  till  now  been  concretely 
reahsed.  It  was  life  in  its  incorporeal  abode  after  the  fashion 
of  the  angels. '    The  incarnation  of  God  had  procured  this  state 

1  We  have,  however,  to  make  a  distinction  here.  As  a  creaturely  spirit  niaia 
necessarily  has  a  body,  just  as  every  picture  has  a  material  foundation,  and  every 
mirror  a  back.  This  body,  therefore,  belonged,  according  to  Gregory,  to  the  notion 
of  man's  nature;  it  was  the  phenomenon  of  the  soul  as  the  latter  was  the  noumenon 
of  the  body.  But  Gregory  distinguishes  this  body  from  the  sensuous  and  sexually 
differentiated  one. 

"  Gregory  borders  very  closely  upon  them,  not  only  in  yrspi  kxtxo-h.,  but  also 
in  other  writings.  The  fall  does  not,  indeed,  take  the  form  of  an  event  in  the 
experience  of  individual  men  actually  to  be  found  in  a  pre-existent  state,  but  of  a 
kind  of  "intelligible  collective  deed  of  all  humanity." 

3    See  ^spi  KXTXiTK.  xväpuTr.   16 — 18, 
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for  all  who,  in  virtue  of  their  freedom,  led  a  holy  life,  i.e., 
who  Hved  as  man  did  in  Paradise  before  the  Fall ;  for  that 
was  possible  to  man  even  when  on  earth.  In  all  this  we  must 
remember  that  Gregory's  hold  on  the  traditional  dependence  on 
Gen.  I. — III.  was  very  loose  :  he  does  not  speak  of  Adam,  but  always 
of  us.  All  men  had  the  same  freedom  as  Adam.  '  All  souls 
really  passed  through  Adam's  history.  Above  all,  no  trans- 
ference of  sin  took  place,  although  Gregory  is  a  Traducian 
(see  '77£^\  zxT.  oi'jöp.  ch.  29) ;  every  man  sinned,  because  in 
virtue  of  his  freedom  he  could  sin,  and  by  his  sensuous  nature 
{ttMy)  was  induced  to  sin.  By  this  means  a  state  of  depravity 
and  death  was  introduced — sin  also  being  death — from  which 
man  in  fact  could  not  deliver  himself.  Nothing  but  the  union 
of  God  with  humanity  procured  redemption.  Redemption  was, 
in  harmony  with  the  speculations  as  to  Adam,  strictly  objective, 
and  the  question  as  to  its  appropriation  was  therefore,  at  bot- 
tom, no  question.  A  new  condition  was  revealed  for  all  men 
without  any  co-operation  on  their  part,  but  it  became  real  only 
to  those  who  led  a  holy  life,  i.e..  who  abstained  entirely 
from  sin. 

Literature. — See,  besides  Möller's  work,  Wendt,  I.e.,  p.  49  f. ; 
Herrmann,  Gregorii  Nyss.  sententias  de  salute  adipiscenda,  1875; 
Bergades,  De  universo  et  de  anima  hominis  doctrina  Gregorii 
Nyss.,  Thessalonich,  1876;  Stigler,  Die  Psychologie  des  hl. 
Gregor  von  Nyssa,  Regensburg,  1857;  Ritschi.,  I.e.  Vol.  I. 
p.  1 2  ff, ;  Hilt,  Des  hl.  Gregor  von  Nyssa  Lehre  vom  Menschen, 
Köln,    1890. 

{3)  Theodore. —  Even  in  Irenjeus  "  two  inconsistent  conceptions 
of  the  result  of  redemption  stood  side  by  side.  It  was  held, 
on  the  one  hand,  to  restore  man  to  the  original  state  from 
which  he  had  fallen,  and,  on  the  other,  to  raise  him  from  the 
primitive    natural    state    of  childhood    to    a  higher  stage.     The 

I  Gregory  here  carries  his  speculation  still  further:  God  did  not  first  create  a 
single  man,  but  the  whole  race  in  a  previously  fixed  number;  these  collectively 
composed  only  one  nature.  They  were  really  07ie  man,  divided  into  a  multiplicity. 
Adam — that  means  all  [Tirsp}  y.arxTK.  16,  17,  22).  In  God's  prescience  the  whole  of 
humanity  was  comprised  in  the  first  preparation, 

'    See  Vol.  II.,  p.  267  ff. 
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majority  of  the  Greek  Fathers  were  not  in  a  position  to  decide 
bluntly  for  either  of  these  ideas ;  yet  the  former,  under  the 
influence  of  Origen,  prevailed.  It  was  only  in  the  school  of 
Antioch  that  it  was  really  rejected,  that  the  other  view  was 
emphatically  avowed,  and  thus  the  most  decided  attitude 
adopted  of  opposition  to  Origen's  theology.  '  The  view  of  the 
Antiochenes  was  teleological — but  there  was  an  entire  absence  of 
any  rehgious  view  of  sin.  In  this  respect  it  was  directly  opposed 
to  Augustine's  system. 

According  to  Theodore,  "  God's  plan  included  from  the 
beginning  two  epochs  {"  Kar oi^TiX^sic""),  the  present  and  future 
states  of  the  world.  The  former  was  characterised  by  change- 
ableness,  temptation,  and  mortality,  the  latter  by  perfection, 
immutability,  and  immortality.  The  new  age  only  began  with 
the  resurrection  of  the  dead,  its  original  starting-point  being 
the  incarnation  of  the  Son  of  God.  Further,  there  was  a 
spiritual  and  a  sensuous.  Man  was  composed  of  both,  the 
body  having  been  created  first,  and  the  soul  having  then  been 
breathed  into  it.  This  is  the  opposite  of  Gregory  of  Nyssa's 
view.  Man  was  the  connecting  link  between  the  two  spheres; 
he  was  designed  to  reveal  the  image  of  God  in  this  world. 
"  Like  a  king,  who,  after  building  a  great  city  and  adorning 
it  with  works  of  every  kind,  causes,  when  the  whole  is  com- 
pleted, a  fine  statue  of  himself  to  be  erected,  in  which  all  the 
inhabitants  may  gratefully  revere  the  constructor,  so  the  Creator 
of  the  world,  after  he  had  elaborated  his  work,  finally  produced 
man  to  be  his  own  image,  and  all  creatures  find  in  him  their 
centre,  and  thus  contribute  to  the  due  glorification  of  God."  Now 
although  man  is  equipped  with  all  the  powers  of  reason  and 
of  will,  fef,  from  the  very  nature  of  Jiis  present  condition,  he 
is  changeable,  is  defeated  in  the  conflict,  and  is  mortal.  Not  till 
the    new    principle    of    life    was    imparted    by    means  of  Christ 

1  It  is  instructive  tliat  Marcellus  also  tliinks  of  a  glory  presented  through 
redemption,  which  is  Jxtp  Ävflpwxov. 

"  See  Kihn,  Theodor  von  Mops.,  p.  171  ff.  Also  the  examples  partly  taken 
from  Theodore's  commentaries  on  Genesis,  Job,  and  Paul's  epistles  (see  Svvete,  Theodori 
in  epp.  Pauli  comment.  1880,  1881),  partly  from  fragments  of  other  writings  of 
Theodore;  cf.  also  Dorner,  Theodori  de  imagine  dei  doctrina,  1844, 
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could  the  changeable  nature  be  raised  to  immutability.  Till 
then,  accordingly,  man  was  exposed  to  temptation,  and  as  a 
being  made  up  of  spirit  and  body  v/as  necessarily  viortal.  The 
threat  of  death  in  Paradise  did  not  mean  that  death  was  the 
consequence  of  sin — it  was  rather  natural;  but  it  was  designed 
to  inspire  man  with  as  great  a  hatred  of  sin,  as  if  the  latter 
were  punished  by  death.  Death,  natural  in  itself,  was  a  divine 
means  of  education,  and  accordingly  salutary.  "  God  knew 
that  mortality  would  be  beneficial  to  Adam,  for  if  they  had 
been  invested  with  immortality,  men,  when  they  sinned,  would 
have  been  exposed  to  eternal  destruction."  But  even  the  per- 
mission of  sin  was  salutary,  and  formed  part  of  the  divine 
plan  of  education.  God  gave  a  command,  and  thereby  elicited 
sin,  in  order  that  he  might,  like  a  loving  Father,  teach  man 
his  freedom  of  choice  and  weakness.  "  Man  was  to  learn  that 
while  he  was  in  a  state  of  moral  changeableness,  he  would  not 
be  capable  of  sustaining  an  immortal  existence.  Therefore 
death  was  announced  to  him  as  the  penalty  of  disobedience, 
although  mortality  was  from  the  beginning  an  attribute  of 
human  nature."  '  No  sin  without  a  command,  but  also  no 
knowledge  of  good  and  evil,  of  the  possession  of  spiritual 
faculties,  finally,  no  conflict.  Accordingly,  God  gave  the  com- 
mand in  order  to  raise  Adam  above  the  stage  of  childhood, 
and  it  necessarily  provoked  conflict  and  defeat. 

Adam  is,  however,  to  be  thought  of  here,  not  as  the 
ancestor,  but  as  the  type,  of  the  human  race.  The  law  was 
given  with  the  same  object  to  all  his  descendants,  to  teach 
them  to  distinguish  between  good  and  evil,  and  to  know  their 
own  powers  and  weakness.  In  the  history  of  Adam  we  become 
acquainted  with  our  own  natural  disposition.  "In  keeping  with 
this  we  are  under  the  necessity  in  our  present  life  of  rendering 
obedience  to  laws  by  which  our  natural  power  of  making  dis- 
tinctions is  awakened,  we,  meanwhile,  being  taught  from  what 
we  ought  to  abstain  and  what  to  do,  that  the  principles  of 
reason  may  be  active  in  us.  Only  when  we  find  ourselves  in 
the  future  state  (Katastasis)  will  we  be  able  with  slight  effort 
to  perform  what  we  recognise  as  good.    Without  law,  therefore, 

'     Kihn,  1.  c,  p.   174, 
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we  would  have  had  no  distinction  between  good  and  evil,  and 
no  knowledge  of  sin,  and  like  irrational  animals  we  would 
have  done  whatever  occurred  to  us."  In  this  state  knowledge 
and  fighting  are  required  to  obtain  the  victory,  but  we  are 
constantly  hampered  by  the  body,  the  source  of  temptations. 
Christ  first  gave  us  redemption  from  death,  an  immortal  nature, 
which,  therefore,  will  obtain  the  victory  without  effort  (on 
Rom.  V.   1 8). 

Theodore  was  able  to  explain  away  the  Pauline  passages 
which  support  a  transmission  of  the  death  worked  by  sin,  just 
as  he  ignored  the  life  of  the  first  man  in  Paradise  before  the 
Fall.  All  men  died  because  of  their  own  sinful  actions ;  but 
even  this  was  meant  figuratively.  They  died  because  of  their 
natural  constitution,  in  which  sin  was  latent.  He  opposed 
Augustine's  and  Jerome's  doctrine  of  original  sin  in  an  indepen- 
dent work,  fragments  of  which  have  been  preserved  by  Marius 
Mercator.  "  Adam  was  created  mortal  whether  he  sinned  or 
not.  For  God  did  not  say,  '  Ye  will  be  mortal,'  but  '  Ye 
will  die.'"  Theodore  quoted  Ps.  CIII.  15,  and  Rome.  II.  6. 
Against  original  sin  he  appealed  to  the  case  of  saints  like 
Noah,  Abraham,  and  Moses.  If  God  had  passed  sentence  of 
death  on  all  as  the  punishment  of  sin,  he  would  not  have  made 
Enoch  immortal.  Accordingly,  Baptism  did  not,  according  to 
Theodore,  remove  inherited  sin,  but  initiated  the  believer  into 
sinless  discipleship  of  Christ,  and  at  the  same  time  blotted  out 
the  sins  he  had  himself  committed.  In  the  former  sense  it  had 
its  use  even  for  children ;  for  Baptism,  like  all  grace  emanating 
from  the  incarnation,  raised  man  to  a  new  stage,  elevated  him 
above  his  present  nature,  and  prepared  him  for  the  future  state 
(Katastasis).  This  is  most  strongly  emphasised  by  Theodore, 
and  here  his  teaching  is  distinguished  from  the  doctrines  of 
Pelagius  and  Julian  of  Eclanum,  '  who  subordinated  redemption 
through  Christ  completely  to  the  rationalistic  theory.  That 
Theodore  did  not  do.  While  he  was  thoroughly  convinced, 
with  Pelagius,  that  in  the  present  state  everything  turned  on 
men's  own  actions  which  rested  on  knowledge,  freedom,  effort,  and 
heroic    fighting,    yet  he  was  equally  certain  on  the  other  hand, 

I     See  Kihn,  1.  c,  p.   179  f. 


Chap,  v.]  VIEWS   OF  JOHN  OF   DAMASCUS  283 

that  human  nature  did  not  attain  immutabihty,  immortality,  and 
sinlessness  through  this  conflict — it  was  merely  a  condition — but 
only  through  redemption.  For  this  reason  Christ  came.  He 
did  not  restore,  but  produced  a  new,  a  higher  state.  He  did 
not  heal,  but  transfigured.  ' 

Theodore's  doctrine  of  man  was  strictly  rationalistic  and 
Aristotelian;  it  surpassed  the  theories  of  all  the  rest  of  the 
Greek  Fathers  in  intelligibility  and  consistency.  But  for  that 
very  reason  it  did  not  correspond  to  all  the  ideas  and  desires 
embraced  in  the  tradition  of  the  Church. 

(4)  John  of  Damascus. — The  doctrines  taught  by  this  dog- 
matist became  final  in  the  Greek  Church,  the  later  Symbols 
being  substantially  at  one  with  them,  ■  because  he  combined  the 
conceptions  of  the  Cappadocians  with  the  Antiochene  tradition, 
in  the  modified  form  assumed  by  the  latter  in  Chrysostom, 
and  at  the  same  time  did  justice  to  the  constantly  increasing 
tendency  to  refrain  as  much  as  possible  from  allegorising  Gen. 
I.  ff.     Briefly,  John  taught  as  follows :  ^ — 

Since  God,  "overflowing  with  goodness  ",  was  not  satisfied  with 
the  contemplation  of  himself,  but  desired  to  have  some  one  to 
whom  he  could  do  good,  he  created  the  universe,  angels,  and 
men.  Even  the  angels  were  immortal,  not  by  nature,  but  by 
grace;  for  everything  which  has  a  beginning  has  necessarily 
an  end.  But  immortality  being  a  gift  became  natural  to  spirit- 
ual beings,  and  therefore  also  to  men.  Men  were  created  by 
God  from  nature,  visible  and  invisible,  in  his  own  image,  to  be 
kings  and  rulers  of  the  whole  earth.  Before  their  creation  God 
had  prepared  Paradise  for  them  to  be  as  it  were  a  royal  castle, 
"set  by  his  hands  in  Eden,  a  store-house  of  all  joy  and  delight, 
situated    to    the    East,    and    higher    than    the  whole  earth,  but 

1  Chrysostom  agrees  entirely  with  Theodore  in  the  opinion  that  man's  free  will 
takes  the  first  step,  which  is  then  seconded  by  God  with  his  power,  in  the  appro- 
priation of  the  good;  see  his  notes  on  Rom.  IX.  16,  in  Hom.  16;  in  ep.  ad  Heb., 
Horn.  12;  in  Ev.  Joh.,  Hom.  17,  etc.  The  passages  are  reproduced  in  Münscher, 
Lehrbuch  der  Dogmengeschichte  (1832),  p.  363  ff. 

-    .See  Gass,  Symbolik  d.  griech.  Kirche,  p.   150  ff. 

3  De  fide  orthod.  II.  2  ff.,  11  ff.  24—30;  III.  i,  14,  20;  IV.  4,  11,  19 — 22, 
and  the  Homily  in  "ficum  arefactum,"  as  also  the  Dialogue  against  the  Manichaeans. 
Langen,  1.  c,  p.  289  ff.;  Wendt,  1.  c,  p.  59  ff. 
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tempered  and  illumined  by  the  finest  and  purest  air,  planted 
with  ever  blossoming  flowers,  filled  with  perfume,  full  of  light, 
surpassing  every  idea  of  earthly  grace  and  beauty,  a  truly 
divine  place."  ^  But  it  was  only  with  his  body  that  man  was 
supposed  to  live  in  this  material  Paradise;  he  inhabited  with 
his  spirit  at  the  same  time  the  "spiritual"  Paradise,  which  is 
indicated  by  the  tree  of  life.  -  Of  the  tree  of  knowledge  he 
was  not  at  first  to  eat;  for  knowledge,  while  good  for  the 
perfect,  is  bad  for  the  imperfect.  The  result  of  knowledge  in 
the  case  of  the  imperfect  was  to  make  man,  instead  of  devot- 
ing himself  to  the  contemplation  and  praise  of  God,  think  of 
himself:  Adam,  immediately  after  eating,  noticed  that  he  was 
naked.  "  God  intended  that  we  should  be  free  from  desire  and 
care,  and  occupied  solely  with  luxuriating  in  the  contemplation 
of  himself."  The  eating  "of  all  the  trees"  denoted  the  know- 
ledge of  God  from  the  works  of  nature.  In  created  man — the 
union  of  visible  and  invisible  nature  — the  image  of  God  con- 
sisted in  power  of  thought  and  freedom  of  will,  likeness  to  him 
in  similarity  in  virtue,  so  far  as  that  was  possible.  Soul  and 
body  (as  against  Origen)  were  created  together.  Man  was 
originally  innocent,  upright,  and  adorned  with  all  virtues ;  ^  his 
being  so  was  a  gift  of  grace ;  but  so  also  was  the  fact  that  he 
was  spiritual.  He  was  spiritual  that  he  might  endure  and 
praise  his  benefactor ;  corporeal,  that  he  might  be  disciplined 
by  suffering  and  the  recollection  of  suffering;  he  was  too  proud 
of  his  greatness.  Man  was  created  a  being  who  ruled  in  this 
present  life,  and  was  transferred  to  another.  ^  He  was  finally 
to     be     made    divine    by    submission    to    God :    his    deification 

'  Accordingly  we  have  here  a  recrudescence  to  some  extent  of  what  the  older 
Greek    Fathers    called  "Judaism"'  or  "earthly  conceptions,"  cf.  Peter's  Apocalypse. 

"  Two  traditional,  inconsistent  ideas  are  combined  here:  John  was  not  quite 
clear  as  to  the  tree  of  life.  He  gives  different  explanations  of  it  in  De  fide  II.  Ii 
and  W.   1 1 . 

^  This  is  strongly  emphasised  by  John  (II.  12,  IV.  4)5  but  he  has  carefully 
avoided  stating  how  God  could  on  his  part  adorn  men  with  virtues.  It  cannot  be 
proved  that  this  is  to  be  attributed  to  the  influence  of  the  West.  Such  an  assump- 
tion is  not  necessary,  for  we  also  find  in  the  older  Greek  Fathers  rhetorical 
glorifications  of  the  primitive  state  which  do  not  harmonise  with  the  system  of 
doctrine. 

^    These  are  the  two  states  (kataetaseis)  of  the  Antiochenes. 
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consisting    in    participation    in  the  divine  glory,  not  in  a  trans- 
formation into  the  divine  essence. 

Actually,  i.e.,  according  to  the  logical  development  of  the 
system,  the  innocence  of  primitive  man  consisted  in  his  power 
to  be  innocent,  and,  with  the  support  of  divine  grace,  to  abide 
by  and  advance  in  goodness.  A  necessary  converse  of  this  was 
the  power  to  revolt;  "for  it  is  no  virtue  which  is  done  under  com- 
pulsion". Man,  "that  little  world  ",  retained,  however,  along  with 
his  spiritual  attributes,  those  of  irrational  nature ;  even  in  his  soul 
there  was  an  irrational  part,  which  was  partly  capable  of  sub- 
mitting to  the  rational,  but  was  partly  independent  of  it  (the 
vital  functions).  The  former  embraced  the  desires,  some  of  which 
were  within  limits  permitted,  while  the  others  were  not.  But, 
the  vital  functions  apart,  over  all  was  placed  free  will.  It  is  in 
our  power  to  choose,  and  man  decides  on  his  own  actions. 
His  origin  alone  is  God's  affair.  "  But  error  was  produced  by 
our  wickedness  for  our  punishment  and  benefit  For  God  did 
not  make  death,  nor  did  he  delight  in  the  ruin  of  the  living;  on 
the  contrary,  death  was  due  to  man,  i.e.,  to  Adam's  transgres- 
sion, and  so  also  were  the  other  penalties."  '  It  was  not  right 
to  attribute  everything  to  divine  providence;  "for  that  which 
is  in  our  power  is  not  the  affair  of  providence,  but  of  our  own 
free  will."  God,  certainly,  in  virtue  of  his  omniscience,  knows 
everything  from  all  eternity;  he  therefore  assists  by  his  grace 
those  who,  he  knows,  will  avail  themselves  of  it.  They  alone 
are  also  predestinated ;  their  decision  to  be  and  do  good  is 
known  to  God.  Those  are  damned  to  whom  all  the  supports 
of  grace  are  in  vain.  "^  With  all  this  it  remains  true  that  all 
virtue  comes  from  God ;  for  by  him  it  was  implanted  in  nature, 
and  by  his  support  alone  it  is  maintained.  Accordingly,  we 
have  once  more  the  principle  that  nature,  rational  and  free,  is 
a  gift  of  grace ;  to  be  natural  is  to  be  virtuous,  and  conversion 
is  the  return  from  the  unnatural.  '^ 

1  The  significance  of  Adam's  fall  for  his  posterity  is  recognised  (II.  28),  but  it 
is  noteworthy,  only  cursorily.  John  has  no  separate  chapter  on  the  Fall  iu  his 
great  work.  Even  II.  30,  only  discusses  it  under  a  more  general  heading. 

-    See,  1.  c,  II.  29,  30;  IV.  22. 

3    II.  30. 
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Man  was  created  male.  Woman  was  formed  merely  because  God 
foresaw  the  Fall,  and  in  order  that  the  race  might  be  preserved 
in  spite  of  death.  '  Man  did  not  allow  reason  to  triumph ;  he 
mistook  the  path  of  honour,  and  preferred  his  lusts.  Conse- 
quently, instead  of  living  for  ever,  he  fell  a  prey  to  death  and 
became  subject  to  tribulation  and  a  miserable  life.  For  it  was 
not  good  that  he  should  enjoy  immortality  untempted  and 
unproved,  lest  he  should  share  the  pride  and  condemnation  of 
the  devil.  "  Accordingly,  man  was  first  to  attest  himself,  and, 
made  perfect  by  observance  of  the  commandment  when  tempted, 
was  then  to  obtain  immortality  as  the  reward  of  virtue.  For, 
placed  between  God  and  matter,  he  was  to  acquire  steadfast- 
ness in  goodness,  after  he  had  abandoned  his  natural  relation 
to  things,  and  become  habitually  united  to  God."  But,  seduced 
by  the  devil  who  enviously  grudged  man  the  possession  which 
he  had  himself  lost,  man  turned  to  matter,  and  so,  severed 
from  God,  his  First  Cause,  became  subject  to  suffering,  and 
mortal,  and  required  sexual  intercourse.  (The  fig-leaves  denote 
the  tribulations  of  life,  and  the  skins  the  mortal  body).  Death, 
come  into  the  world  through  sin,  henceforth,  like  a  hideous 
wild  beast,  made  havoc  of  human  life,  although  the  liberty  to 
choose  good  as  well  as  evil  was  never  destroyed.  "  But  God 
did  not  leave  himself  without  a  witness,  and  at  last  sent  his 
own  Son,  who  was  to  strengthen  nature,  and  to  renew  and 
show  and  teach  by  his  action  the  way  of  virtue  which  led  from 
destruction  to  eternal  life.  The  union  of  Deity  with  humanity 
was  "the  newest  of  the  new,  the  only  new  thing  under  the 
sun."  '  It  applied,  moreover,  to  the  whole  of  human  nature  in 
order  to  bestow  salvation  on  the  whole.  ^  This  union  resulted 
in  the  restitutio  to  the  original  state,  which  was  perfect  in  so 
far  as  man,  though  not  yet  tested,  was  adorned  with  virtues. 
Christ  participated  in  the  worst  part  of  our  nature  in  order,  by 
and  in  himself,  to  restore  the  form  of  the  image  and  likeness, 
and  to    teach   us  further  by  virtuous  conduct,  which  by  his  aid 

'  L.  c,  see  Gregory  of  Nyssa. 

2  II.  26  ff. 

3  III.    I. 
■»  111.  6. 
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he  made  light  for  us.  Then  he  overcame  death,  becoming  the 
first-fruits  of  our  resurrection,  and  renewing  the  worn-out  and 
cast-off  vessel.  ' 

It  has  been  pointed  out  above  (p.  240)  that  natural  theology 
underwent  no  development  in  the  Greek  Church.  We  must 
premise,  however,  that  the  course  of  the  history  of  philosophy 
is  of  greater  moment  for  the  development  of  the  system,  or 
for  systematic  monographs.  Without  anticipating  we  may  here 
make  the  following  remark.  The  Fathers  of  orthodox  dogma 
in  the  fourth  and  fifth  centuries  were  Platonists.  Aristotelianism 
always  led  in  this  period  to  a  heterodox  form  of  dogma — 
Lucian,  the  Arians,  the  Antiochenes,  etc.  But  a  theological 
system  constructed  by  the  aid  of  Platonism  could  not  fail  at 
that  time  to  become  equally  heterodox.  x\fter  Platonism  had 
done  its  work  on  dogma,  and  certain  notions  and  conceptions 
were  generally  fixed,  an  orthodox  system  could  only  be  created 
by  means  of  Aristotelianism.  Any  further  use  of  Platonism  led 
to  questionable  propositions. 

1    IV.  4,  II.  12. 


B.—  THE  DOCTRINE  OF  REDEMPTION  IN  THE 

PERSON   OF    THE    GOD-MAN  IN  ITS 

HISTORICAL  DEVELOPMENT 

CHAPTER    VI. 

THE    DOCTRINE    OF    THE    NECESSITY    AND     REALITY   OF   REDEMP- 
TION  THROUGH   THE   INCARNATION   OF   THE   SON   OF   GOD. 

Natural  theology  was  so  wide  in  its  scope  as  understood 
by  the  Greek  Church,  that,  as  indications  in  the  preceding 
chapter  will  have  already  shown,  only  a  historical  fact  absolutely 
unparallelled  could  make  headway  against  it.  The  Greek 
Fathers  knew  of  such  a  fact — "the  newest  of  the  new,  yea,  the 
only  new  thing  under  the  sun";  it  was  the  Incarnation  of  the 
Son  of  God.  It  alone  balanced  the  whole  system  of  natural 
theology,  so  far  as  it  was  balanced,  and  exerted  a  decisive  in- 
fluence upon  it.  But  the  incarnation  could  only  be  attached 
with  complete  perspicuity  to  that  point  in  the  natural  system 
which  seemed  the  more  irrational,  the  more  highly  the  value 
of  human  nature  was  rated — this  point  of  contact  being  death. 
The  dreadful  paradox  of  death  was  destroyed  by  the  most 
paradoxical  fact  conceivable,  the  incarnation  of  the  Deity. 

This  at  once  implied  that  the  fact  could  not  but  be  capable 
of  a  siibseque7it  explanation,  nay,  even  of  a  kind  of  a  priori 
deduction.  But  its  glory,  as  an  expression  of  the  unfathomable 
goodness  of  God,  was  not  thereby  to  be  diminished.  The  neces- 
sity of  redemption,  whether  that  consisted  in  the  restoration  or 
the  perfection  of  the  human  race,  was  based  by  the  Fathers, 
as  a  rule,  on  the  actual  state  of  wretchedness  of  mankind  under 
the  dominion  of  death  and  sin.  So  far,  however,  as  this  condi- 
tion was  compared  with  the  original  state  or  destiny  of  man, 
redemption    was    already    thought    of  as  intrinsically  necessary, 
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and  was  no  longer  merely  regarded  as  a  postulate  of  man's 
need  of  salvation.  In  this  connection  the  Fathers  often  lost 
sight  of  the  capacity  left  to  man  of  being  and  doing  good. 
In  innumerable  passages  they  speak  of  the  helplessness  and 
irredeemableness  of  mankind,  using  expressions  which  could 
without  difficulty  be  inserted  in  Augustine's  doctrine  of  sin. 
But  just  as  often  a  phrase  occurs  which  betrays  the  fact  that 
the  whole  view  is  nevertheless  quite  different;  in  other  words, 
that  the  outward  condition  characterised  by  feebleness  and 
death,  and  the  sensuousness  of  corruptible  human  nature  are 
thought  of  as  the  source  of  all  evil  and  all  sin.  This  state  is 
accompanied  by  a  darkening  of  knowledge  which  could  not 
fail  to  subject  man  to  the  influence  of  the  demons  and  lead 
him  into  idolatry. 

The  divine  act  of  grace  in  Christ  applied  to  death,  the 
demonic  rule,  sin,  and  error.  In  Homilies,  Biblical  commen- 
taries, and  devotional  writings,  these  points  of  view  interchange, 
or  are  apparently  regarded  as  equivalent,  '  But  since  natural 
theology  formed  the  background  of  their  conceptions,  the 
absolute  necessity  of  the  form  assumed  by  the  act  of  grace  in 
the  incarnation  could  be  demonstrated  neither  in  relation  to 
sin  nor  to  error.  The  whole  question  turned  here  on  support, 
example,  and  illumination,  or,  if  this  line  was  crossed,  theology 
ceased  to  be  systematic  and  consistent.  The  importance  of 
Athanasius  and  the  Cappadocians  consisted  in  the  strenuous 
emphasis  laid  by  them  on  the  impressive  connection  existing 
between  the  incarnation  and  the  restoration  of  the  human  race 

1  Perhaps  the  most  comprehensive  passage  is  Eusebius,  Demonstr.  ev.  IV.  12. 
But  it  also  shows  how  far  Eusebius  still  was  from  the  thorough-going  view  of 
Athanasius:  TiJ?  oi>covoi/.ixt;  ov  \ua,'i  cutIxv  x^Kx  kxi  TrMiovt;  svpot  xv  rit;  IflfAiiV«? 
^tjTsTv,  TTfifirvjv  iMiv  yxp  6  ?\6'yoz  SiSxcry.si^  7vx  kxi  vSHpuv  axi  ^uvtuv  Kupcsva-yi'  Ssv- 
Tspxv  5s  oTTccg  rxg  ■/ii/.STspxt;  x7ro(zxtoiTO  xfixprixi;,  vTrep  vi(j.Si)i  T/Jw3e/?  Kx}'ysv6(J.svo(; 

VTTSp      Vl(J.(i0V      y.XTXpX'      TptTVjV      älQ      XV     lSps7ov    @SOV     Hxi    (/.SyXAif    öviriX    VTTip    (7VlJ.7rX'JT0i; 

xö<ri/.ov  Trpoa-xx^si'^l  fifi  stti  Trxvroiiv  ®su-  rsrxpri^v  wi;  xv  xt/rbt;  ri^t;  7ro?.v7r?,x'^ovi;y.xi 
5xt(jioviKvii  evspysixi;  XTroppi^roit;  Xoyoic,  xxUxipscrtv  x7rspyx<7xtro'  7re//5rT!fv  IttI  txvtPi, 
big  XV  role;  xI/tov  yvoopifMOK;  kx)  jj-x^vtrxli;  Tvig  kxtx  tov  ^xvxtov  Txpx  ©sw  Jfwij?  ts)v 
sÄTTiSx  iJ.ij  Xöyoig  !/.>!§£  pviiJ.x<7tv  kxi  <pwvx7t;  xKKx  xvto7q  epyoie;  Trxpxa-r'^trxc,  d:p$x^.- 
IjCo7i;  Ss  TTxpxSovi;  riiv  Six  räv  Äoycov  sTTxyys^i'xv^  sl^xpc-sii;  xiirovg  kxi  z-po^viMOTspoug 
XTTipyxaxiro  kxi  ttxo-iv  "EAA-^a-tv  ciJ.ov  kx)  ßxpßxpoit;  rijV  T^poc;  xiirov  KxrxßÄyföels-xv 
svaißvj  T^oKiTiixv  7iy\pv\xi. 
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to  the  divine  life,  and  in  their  consequent  escape  to  some  extent 
from  the  rationalistic  scheme  of  doctrine ;  for  the  reference  of 
the  incarnation  to  sin  did  not  carry  the  Greeks  beyond  it. 
The  above  combination  had  been  made  in  the  Church  long 
before  this  (see  Irenseus),  but  in  the  theology  of  Origen  it  had 
been  subordinated  to,  and  obscured  by,  complicated  presup- 
positions. 

Athanasius  wrote  a  treatise  "  Concerning  the  incarnation  of 
the  Logos"  [TTsp)  svciv^pooTTvitTsai;  rov  ÄÖyov),  an  early  writing  whose 
value  is  so  great  because  it  dates  before  the  outbreak  of  the 
Arian  controversy.  '  In  this  work  he  went  a  step  further :  for 
he  strove  to  prove  that  the  redemption  was  a  necessity  on  the 
part  of  God.  He  based  this  necessity  on  the  goodness  {x'/xooryjc) 
of  God.  This  goodness,  Le..  God's  consistency  and  honour, 
involved  as  they  were  in  his  goodness,  were  necessarily  express- 
ed in  the  maintenance  and  execution  of  decrees  once  formed 
by  him.  His  decrees,  however,  consisted,  on  the  one  hand,  in 
his  appointment  of  rational  creatures  to  share  in  the  divine 
life,  and,  on  the  other,  in  the  sentence  of  death  on  trans- 
gressions. Both  of  these  had  to  be  established.  God's  intention 
could  not  be  allowed  to  suffer  shipwreck  through  the  wicked- 
ness of  the  devil  and  the  sad  choice  of  humanity.  If  it  were, 
God  would  seem  weak,  and  it  would  have  been  better  if  he 
had  never  created  man  at  all.  Then  the  transgression  occurred. 
"What  was  God  now  to  do?  Ought  he  to  have  demanded 
penitence  on  the  part  of  man?  For  one  could  have  deemed 
that  worthy  of  God  and  said,  that  as  men  had  become  mortal 
through  the  transgression,  they  should  in  like  manner  recover 
immortality  through  repentance  (change  of  mind).  But  repen- 
tance (in  itself)  did  not  retain  the  true  knowledge  as  regards 
God ;    God    accordingly    would   in  his  turn  have  shown  himself 

1  Draescke  has  attempted  to  show  in  a  full  discussion  (Athanasiana  i.  d.  Stud, 
u.  Krit.,  1893,  pp.  251 — 315  that  the  writings  "Against  the  Greeks"  and  the  "In- 
carnation of  the  Logos  "  belong,  not  to  Athanasius,  but  to  Eusebius  of  Emesa,  and 
were  written  A.D.  350.  But  after  a  close  examination  of  his  numerous  arguments 
I  find  none  of  them  convincing,  and  I  am  rather  confirmed  in  my  belief 
that  no  important  objection  can  be  raised  against  the  authenticity  of  the  two 
tractates.  An  accurate  analysis  of  "De  incarn."  is  given  by  Kattenbusch,  1.  c.  I., 
p.  297  ff. 
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untruthful,  if  death  had  not  compelled  men ;  '  nor  did  repentance 
deliver  from  the  physical,  but  only  put  an  end  to  sins.  There- 
fore, if  the  transgression  had  alone  existed,  and  not  its  conse- 
quence, mortality,  repentance  would  Jiave  been  all  very  zuell. 
But  when,  the  transgression  having  occurred,  men  were  fettered 
to  the  mortality  that  had  become  natural  to  them,  and  were 
robbed  of  the  grace  which  corresponded  to  their  creation  in 
the  divine  image,  what  else  should  have  happened?  Or  what 
was  needed  for  this  grace  and  renewal  except  (the  coming  of) 
him  who  also  in  the  beginning  made  all  things  of  nothing,  the 
Logos  of  God?  For  it  was  his  part  once  more  to  restore  the 
corruptible  to  incorruption."  "" 

Athanasius  shows  that  the  Logos  who  originally  created  all 
things  from  nothing  required  to  assume  a  body  and  thus  to 
secure  the  restoration  of  man  from  corruptibility  to  incorruption 
{>zCpöxp(jix).  How  this  happened  Athanasius  discusses  in  various, 
to  some  extent  inconsistent,  lines  of  thought,  in  which  he 
speaks  especially  of  a  removal  of  men's  guilt  through  the  death 
of  Christ,  as  well  as  of  an  exhaustion  of  the  sentence  of  death 
in  the  sacrifice  of  his  body  presented  by  the  Logos.  From 
these  premises  it  follows  that  Athanasius  had  the  death  of  Christ 
in  view,  whenever  he  thought  of  the  incarnation  of  the  Logos, 
"The  Logos  could  not  suffer  ri^y  rov  öixvxrou  xpxTyiTiv  ('the 
power     of    death'     in    mankind),    and    therefore    took    up    the 

1  This  sentence  does  not  seem  to  me  quite  clear;  the  meaning  is  probably: 
since  repentance  does  not  convey  the  true  knowledge  of  God,  but  death  resulted 
from  loss  of  the  latter,  God  would  have  broken  his  word  if  he  had  abolished 
death  in  consequence  of  mere  repentance. 

2  De  incarn.  7"  T/  oiiv  eSei  not.)  Trsp;  toutov  ysvia-^xi  jf  Troii^a-Ä;  tov  @s6y/\  ihtx- 
voicev  kvi  T{j  Trxpxßxirst  tovq  tzvipÜTovi  ätä/tjJo"««  ;  toOto  yxp  xv  riQ  x'iiov  Cp^a-siiv 
@eov,  xiywv,  on  'aia-Trep  \y.  xi}?  TTxpxßxs-SMQ  £11;  (pßopxv  yeyövxa-iv,  oVtüji;  Ik  rv\(; 
Ijlstxvoixz  ys-joivTO  TTxÄiv  XV  sii;  x^pöxpo-ixv.  'AAA'  ii  (/.srxvoix  oilrs  to  sv^oyov  to  Trpog 
TÖv    @sdv    eipÖÄXTTiv    sizsvs    yxp    ttxaiv  oux  xÄJj^t;,  iJ.ii  y.pxTOvizhwv  ev  tü>  Öxvxtco 

TÜV     XvöpcÖTTUV      OVT£      Sl      Vi    (J.STXV01X    XTTO    TÜV    KXTX    (pVO^lV    XTTOKX^bItxI,    XKXx    (JOVOV 

TTxvst  TÖüv  xiJxpTyiixxTCiiv.  E;  filv  ovv  IJ.ÖVOV  yjv  7rÄyii/.iJ.s^-/iiJ.x  xxi  iu.ii  (pSopxi;  sttxxo^- 
ovSyjiTit;,    y.xÄctjt;  xv  vjv  -^   (/.stxvoix-  si   Se  xTrxi  Trpo^xßova-iii;  tjJ?  Trxpxßxa-sui;,  ei?  tjjv 

KXTX      <pU(J'lV      (piopXV      SKpXToUvTO     Ol     XvSpülTTOt,     HXl    TijV    TOV     XXT''    SIXOVX    X'^P''"    X(pXCp£- 

SevTSQ    y!<rxv,    ti    «AAo  sSei  yeviaSxi ;   yi  t/voq  v)v   XP^'^  Trpo?  t^v  toixvtvjv  x^P'^  >«*' 

«V«XA;)S-<V,    >}    TOV    xxi    XXTX    TifV    XpxifV    £K    TOV     jjij    'oVTOQ    TTSTTOlilKÖTO^    TX  ÖAä  TOV  ®£0V 

}<6yov;  xliTOv  yxp  i\v  vx^tv  Kxi  to  (pixpTOv  si^  x<päxpa-/xv  £v£yKe7v  Kxt  to  vTrep  ttxvtuv 
sVÄoyov  xTTOiTwa-xi  Tpbt;  tov  vrxTspx.  Compare  Orat.  c.  Arian.  II.  68. 
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fight  with  death.  He  assumed  a  body  and  so  became  mortal. 
This  body  he  surrendered  to  death  on  behalf  of  all.  His  body 
could  not  be  really  overcome,  'kept',  by  death.  In  it  all 
died,  and  for  this  very  reason  the  law  of  death  {yofy.og  toxj 
@oi,vä.TOv)  is  now  abrogated;  its  power  was  exhausted  on  the 
body  of  the  Lord  {zvptxzou  (Tccfy^x);  it  had  no  further  claim  on 
his  fellow-men  (zxrk  t5v  ofy.oucy  dvopccTccv) .  .  .  The  body  assumed 
by  the  Logos  came  to  share  in  the  universal  meaning  of  the 
Logos.  The  resurrection  of  the  body  and  of  the  Logos  guaranteed 
the  general  resurrection  and  incorruption  [JiCpöxpa-ix].'"  ^  Here 
follows  the  place  assigned  to  the  sacrifice.  It  presented  that 
which  was  due  [ö(psix6[jC£vov)  to  God  in  place  of  death.  But 
the  pervading  and  prominent  thought  of  Athanasius  is  that  the 
incarnation  itself  involved  the  Christian's  passage  from  the  fate  of 
death  to  incorruption  {dCpöxpa-tx),  since  the  physical  union  of  the 
human  with  the  divine  nature  in  the  midst  of  mankind  raised  the 
latter  to  the  region  of  divine  rest  and  blessedness.  -  The  result 
of  the  incarnation  consisted  accordingly,  first,  in  the  eradication 
of  corruption  {0öopx) — by  the  existence  of  the  divine  in  its 
midst,  but,  finally,  by  the  death  of  Christ,  in  which  the  truth- 
fulness of  God  was  justified — and  in  the  corresponding  trans- 
formation into  incorruptibility — renewal,  or  completion  of  the 
divine  image  by  participation  in  the  nature,  free  from  all  suffer- 
ing, of  the  Deity.  ^   But,  secondly,  the  incarnation  also  resulted, 

1    Kattenbusch,  p.  298. 

"  L.    c,    ch.  IX. :  "fliTTrsp  i^eyx^ov  ßaa-i^sui;  sia-s^öövTO(;  s'li;  tivx  tco^iv  jj.s'yx^yiv, 
y.a,i    oiKijd'ixvroi   sii;    /j-ixv  rüv  sv  aliTy  oiKicSv,  ttxvtCiIi;  ij   roixvTij  ttö^iq  t;/z5j?  ttoAA*^? 

HXTxilOVrXl,    KX}    OVKSTl    Tl^    I%äp0?    «UT^V    oljTS    Xifi<rTili;    STTlßxtVMV  SiXTX(J'Tps(pet,  TTxin^i; 

§e  lixÄÄcv  S7rii/,s?^sixg  xtiourxi  Six  rov  sii;  fjiix-j  xuri^i  oinixv  oik-^o-xvtx  ßxo-iÄsx- 
ot/TW?  y.xl  sTTi  rov  ttxvtwv  ßxtriÄsoiit;  ysyovsv.  EA^dvro?  yxp  xvtov  stti  rijv  iiizeTspxv 
;^wpÄV    KXi    oiKiiiTXVTog  Sit;  'iv  rcov  o^/o/wv  aüi(J.x,  ^.onrov  ttxo-x  vi   kxtx   tuv  xvopuTTCiiv 

TTXpX      TÜV     SX^P^V    STTißaV?^-^     TTSTTXVTXl,    XXI    i]    TOV     SxVXTOV    if^pXVKTTXl    (pSopX    if    '77  XKXi 

xax'  xvrüv  Itrx^ovtrx.  Kattenbusch  is  right  in  considering  Ritschl  (1.  c,  I.,  p.  lO, 
II)  to  have  gone  too  far  in  his  assertion  that  "Athanasius'  interpretation  of  the 
death  and  resurrection  of  Christ  is  a  particular  instance  of  the  main  thought  that 
the  Logos  of  God  guarantees  all  redemptive  work,  using  the  human  body  in  which 
he  dwells  as  the  means."  Athanasius  certainly  did  not  regard  the  death  and  resur- 
rection as  merely  particular  instances.  They  formed  the  object  of  the  incarnation; 
not  that  they  were  added  or  supplementary  to  it:  they  were  bound  up  with  it. 

3    Yet    the    view    of   Athanasius    was    not    simply   naturalistic;  incorruptibleness 
rather    included    the    elements  of  goodness,  love,  and  wisdom;  a  renewal  affecting 
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as  indeed  had  been  long  before  held  by  the  Apologists,  in  the 
restoration  of  the  correct  knowledge  of  God,  which  embraced 
the  power  of  living  rightly,  through  the  incarnate  Logos.  But 
while  Athanasius  kept  firmly  in  view  this  restoration  of  the 
knowledge  of  God  through  the  Logos,  he  was  not  thinking 
merely  of  the  new  law,  i.e.,  the  preaching  of  Christ;  he  held 
it  to  have  been  given  in  the  contemplation  of  the  Person  of 
Christ.  In  his  work,  that  of  a  man,  God  came  down  to  us. 
The  dullest  eye  w^as  now  in  a  position  to  perceive  the  one  true 
God — viz.,  in  Christ — and  to  escape  from  the  error  of  demon- 
worship.  This  thought  is  very  significant;  it  had  already  been 
expressed  by  Clement  and  Origen,  having  received  a  deeper 
meaning  from  the  latter,  though  he  had  not  yet  given  it  so 
central  a  place  in  his  system.  Athanasius  expressly  notes  that 
creation  was  not  sufficient  to  let  us  perceive  the  Creator  and 
Father ;  we  needed  a  man  to  live  and  work  among  us  before 
we  could  see  clearly  and  certainly  the  God  and  Father  of  all.  ' 

the  inner  nature  of  man  was  also  involved.  But  it  was  not  possible  for  Athanasius 
to  expound  this  systematically;  therefore  Schultz  seems  to  me  to  have  asserted  too 
much  (Gottheit  Christi,  p.  80). 

1  The  chief  passages  occur  1.  c,  XIV — XVI.,  chap.  XIV.  yf«:  One  might  suppose 
that  the  fitting  way  to  know  God  was  to  recover  our  knowledge  of  him  from  the  works 
of  creation.  It  is  not  so,  for  men  are  no  longer  capable  of  directing  their  gaze 
upward;  they  look  down.  "Therefore,  when  he  seeks  to  benefit  men,  he  takes  up 
his  dwelling  among  us  as  man,  and  assumes  a  body  like  the  human  one,  and 
instructs  men  within  their  own  lower  sphere,  /.^.,  through  the  works  of  the  body, 
that  those  who  would  not  perceive  him  from  his  care  for  all  and  his  rule  might 
at  least  from  the  works  of  the  body  itself  know  the  Logos  of  God  in  the  body, 
and  through  him  the  Father."  C.  15:  'Ette/Jj)  01  xvipuTrot  xTo<TTpx(psvTSi;  rijv  7rpd<; 
Tov  @eov  äsupi'ixv,  Kxi  di(;  ev  ßväu  ßvitaSsvTSS  kxtu  roi/i;  6^ia^iJ.oii'sxovT£i,  ev  ysvitrsi 
y.xt  TOii  xia-iyiroli;  tov  ®sbv  xvsI^vjtovv-,  xvdpuTTOvi;  SviiTOvt;  Kxi  SsciiJ.ovx(;  ixvroie;  hoi/^ 
xvxTV7rovix.Evor  rovrov  svsy.x  6  (pt^xvUpuTroi;  kxi  koivoq  Trxvraiv  actirvsp,  6  rou  ©sou 
ÄÖyoi,  ?iXixßxvsi  ixvTii  it6üij.x  xxi  w?  üvipcaTrot;  hv  xvipuTTOit;  xvxtrri'^STXi  y.xi  rxg 
xW^Via-sti;  tcxvtmv  xvopuToiv  Trpo^^xjjcßxveu  'I'vx  ot  Iv  trciii/.XTiy.c7Q  voovvts^  sivxi  rbv 
@e6v,  x^'  wv  0  y.vpiog  kpyx^sTxt  Six  räv  tov  a-oofiXTOc;  epyitiv,  «t'  xI/tüv  vov\(70ti(ri 
TJjv  x?.v\^etx-j,  y.xi  Si"  xvtov  tov  TrxTspx  Äoyia-aivTxt.  The  sequel  shows,  indeed, 
that  Athanasius  thought  above  all  of  Jesus'  miraculous  works.  He  has  summarised 
liis  whole  conception  of  the  result  of  redemption  in  the  pregnant  sentence  (ch.  XVI.): 

'AfjL^pÖTSpX    yxp     S^lÄXvipCOTTSVSTO    Ö    17I1ITVIP     Six    T^?    iVXV^pUTTVia-SUlC;^    OTl  y.x)  TOV  ^XVXTOV 

£§  y\(JLÜv  ijipxvi^s  y.xi  xvsuxtvi^sv  y,[j!.xt;-  KXt  on  xiPxviji;  ctiv  xxi  xopxTog  Six  tüv  spyuv 
sve^xive  xxi  eyvupi^sv  ixvTOv  slvxi  tov  ?^6yov  tov  TrxTpot;,  tov  tov  itx-jtoc,  vtyB{j.6vx 
Kxi  ßxiriÄsx.  Origen  had  already  laid  stress  on  the  perception  of  God  in  Christ, 
and  set  it  above  philosophical  knowledge  (analytic,  synthetic,  and  analogical,  against 
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When  Athanasius  placed  the  knowledge  of  God  side  by  side 
with  the  deliverance  from  death,  the  transition  was  obtained 
from  the  fact  of  redemption  to  the  doctrine  of  the  appropriation, 
and  to  the  explanation  of  the  particular  result,  of  the  work  of 
love  done  by  the  Logos.  This  only  benefited  those  who 
voluntarily  appropriated  the  divine  knowledge  made  accessible 
by  the  incarnate  Logos,  and  who  regulated  their  conduct  by 
the  standards  and  with  the  power  thus  given  them.  '  In  any 
case  the  transformation  of  the  corruptible  into  the  incorruptible 
(the  Theopoiesis)  remained  under  this  conception  the  ultimate 
and  proper  result  of  the  work  of  the  Logos,  being  ranked 
higher  than  the  other,  the  knowledge  of  God.  "  But  here  we 
find  the  greatest  difference  between  Athanasius  and  like-minded 
theologians  on  the  one  hand,  and  Arius,  the  Eusebians,  etc., 
on  the  other.  The  elements  contained  in  their  views  are  the 
same;  but  the  order  is  different.  For  these  "conservative" 
theologians  saw  the  work  of  the  Logos  primarily  in  the  com- 
munication of  the  true  and  complete  knowledge  which  should 
be  followed  by  a  state  of  perfection.  But  Athanasius  made  every- 

Alcinous,  Maximus  of  Tyre,  and  Celsus):  see  c.  Cels.  VII.  42,  44;  De  princip.  I.  i. 
For  Clement  see  Protrept.  I.  8:  0  Äoyoq  6  rov  @sov  avöpaiTroQ  ysvöi^svoi;,  7vx  Sit  xeet 
(TV  TTxpx  izvUpciiTrov  (/.My^q,  Trij   ttots  xpx  xvöpcüTroQ  yivi^TXi  0eo?. 

1  Parallel  with  this  view  and  intertwined  with  it  we  undoubtedly  have  the  other, 
that  eternal  life  is  mystically  appropriated  by  means  of  sacred  rites  and  the  holy 
food.  In  this  conception,  which  is  extremely  ancient,  Christianity  seems  degraded 
to  the  level  of  the  nature-religions  of  the  East  or  the  Graeco-oriental  mysteries 
(see  Schultz,  Gottheit  Christi,  p.  69).  But  as  even  the  earliest  Alexandrians  (also 
Ignatius)  constantly  resolved  the  naturalistic  view  into  a  spiritual  and  moral  one, 
so  also  hardly  any  one  of  the  theologians  of  the  following  centuries  can  be  named 
who  would  have  purely  and  simply  defended  the  former. 

-  See  esp.  Orat.  c.  Arian.  II.  67 — 70,  where  the  final  designs  of  Athanasius' 
Christianity  are  revealed.  It  is  at  the  same  time  to  be  noted  that  while  redemption 
meant  restoration,  it  was  the  transference  into  a  still  higher  grace.  We  e.xperience 
all  that  was  done  to  the  body  of  Christ.  We  are  baptised,  as  Christ  was  in  Jordan, 
we  next  received  the  Holy  Spirit,  and  so  also  our  flesh  has  died,  and  been  renewed, 
sanctified  and  raised  to  eternal  life  in  his  resurrection.  Accordingly,  Athanasius 
sums  up  at  the  close  of  his  work,  ch.  54:  Avto?  ykp  iv^jväpwTrifo-Ev,  Vvx  viJ.£7t;  6so- 
7roiy^^Si(jt,sv  xxi  xiiToi;  h^x-jspciKrev  ixvrbv  Six  (rcliizxTot;,  Vvx  yt[x.e7q  rov  xopxrov  xxrpoi 
^^vvoixv  AÄj3w/^ev  XXI  xvroq  vTrefMSivs  ti^v  T«p'  x-ApuTrxv  vßpiv^  Vvx  vhj.s'iq  x'^xvxtrixv 
iiÄiipovo  1^.1117 wijLsv.  sßÄxTTTETO  fisv  yxp  xvTOt;  ovSsv^  xxxoiii;  xxt  x^öxproq  Kxi  xvroÄoyoi; 
wv  xxl  ®s6i;'  rct/c;  Si  t.zi7%3vtä?  xv^pünrcvc.  Si"  ovi;  y.x)  txVtx  vTreiMSivev,  ev  tv*  cxvtov 
xTTxisix.  Irvipit  XXI  Siia-u^e. 
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thing  tend  to  this  consummation  as  the  restoration  and  the 
communication  of  the  divine  nature.  Accordingly,  it  was  to 
him  a  vital  theological  question  how  the  incorruptible  was 
constituted  which  was  represented  in  the  Logos,  and  what 
kind  of  union  it  had  formed  with  the  corruptible.  But  while 
he  put  the  question  he  was  sure  of  the  answer.  I  lis  opponents, 
however,  could  not  at  all  share  in  his  interest  in  this  point, 
since  their  interest  in  Christ  as  the  supreme  teacher  did  not 
lead  them  directly  to  define  more  precisely  the  kind  of  heavenly 
manifestation  which  he  represented  even  for  them.  When  they 
did  give  such  definitions,  they  were  influenced  by  theoretical, 
or  exegetical  considerations,  or  were  engaged  in  refuting  the 
propositions  of  their  opponents  by  setting  up  others. 

The  Trinitarian  and  Christological  problems  which  had 
occupied  the  ancient  Church  for  more  than  three  centuries  here 
rise  before  us.  That  their  decision  was  so  long  delayed,  and 
only  slowly  found  a  more  general  acceptance,  was  not  merely 
due  to  outward  circumstances,  such  as  the  absence  of  a  clearly 
marked  tradition,  the  letter  of  the  Bible,  or  the  politics  of 
Bishops  and  Emperors.  It  was,  on  the  contrary,  owing  chiefly 
to  the  fact  that  large  circles  in  the  Church  felt  the  need  of 
subordinating  even  the  doctrine  of  redemption  to  rational  theo- 
logy, or  of  keeping  it  within  the  framework  of  moralism.  The 
opposite  conviction,  that  nature  was  transformed  through  the 
incarnate  Logos,  resulted  here  and  there  in  a  chaotic  panthe- 
ism ;  '  but  that  was  the  least  danger.  The  gravest  hindrance  to  the 
acceptance  of  the  view  of  Athanasius  consisted  in  the  paradoxical 
tenets  which  arose  regarding  the  Deity  and  Jesus  Christ.  Here  his 
opponents  found  their  strength ;  they  were  more  strongly  supported 
by    the    letter    of  Scripture  and  tradition,  as  well  as  by  reason. 

Supplement  I. — No  subsequent  Greek  theologian  answered  the 
question,  why  God  became  man,  so  decidedly  and  clearly  as 
Athanasius.  But  all  Fathers  of  unimpeached  orthodoxy  followed 
in  his  footsteps,  and  at  the  same  time  showed  that  his  doctrinal 

1  Not  in  Athanasius  himself — Kattenbusch  says  rightly  (p.  299) :  The  ösoToitio-iQ 
is  for  A.  an  enhancement  of  human  life  physically  and  morally;  his  idea  of  it 
does  not  look  forward  to  man  being  pantheistically  merged  in  God,  but  to  the 
renewal  of  man  after  his  original  type. 
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ideas  could  only  be  held  on  the  basis  of  Platonism.  This  is  at 
once  clear  in  the  case  of  Gregory  of  Nyssa,  who  in  some  points 
strengthened  the  expositions  given  by  Athanasius.  Yet  his 
model  was  Methodius  rather  than  Athanasius.  ^ 

Gregory  sought,  in  the  first  place,  to  give  a  more  elaborate 
defence  of  the  method  of  redemption — by  means  of  the  incarna- 
tion,— but  in  doing  so  he  obscured  Athanasius'  simple  combin- 
ation of  the  incarnation  and  its  effect.  According  to  Gregory, 
God  is  boundless  might,  but  his  might  was  never  divorced 
from  goodness,  wisdom,  and  righteousness.  He  next  shows  in 
detail  (Catech.  magn.  17 — 26)  against  Jews  and  heathens— as 
Anselm  did  afterwards  — that  the  incarnation  was  the  best  form 
of  redemption,  because  the  above  four  fundamental  attributes 
of  God  came  clearly  to  light  in  it.  Especially  interesting  in 
these  arguments  is  the  emphasis  laid  on  God's  treatment  of 
those  who  had  passed  over  to  his  enemies,  his  respect  for  their 
freedom  in  everything,  and  his  redemption  of  men  without 
wronging  the  devil,  their  master,  who  possessed  a  certain  claim 
upon  them.  This  account  of  the  matter  indeed  had  strictly  an 
apologetic  purpose.  "  In  the  second  place,  Gregory,  while  follow- 
ing Athanasius,  still  more  strongly  identified  the  state  from 
which  God  has  delivered  us  with  death.  The  state  of  sin  was 
death.  He  taught,  with  the  Neoplatonists,  that  God  alone  was 
Being.  Therefore  all  revolt  from  God  to  the  sensuous,  i.e.,  to 
not- being,  was  death.  Natural  death  was  not  the  only  death; 
it  might  rather  mean  deliverance  from  the  bonds  of  the  body 
become  brutal  (1.  c,  ch.  8).  Sensuousness  was  death.  In  the 
third  place,  although  he  also  saw  the  redemption  in  the  act  of 
incarnation,  Gregory  held  that  it  was  not  perfected  until  the 
resurrection  of  Jesus.  That  is,  he  was  more  thoroughly  in- 
fluenced than  Athanasius  by  the  conviction  that  the  actual  re- 
demption  presupposed    renunciation  of  the  body.     We  are  first 

1     See  Vol.  III.,  p.   104  ff. 

-  The  Apologetic  argument  also  includes  the  treatment  of  the  question,  why  the 
redemption  was  not  accomplished  sooner.  Apologists  from  Justin  to  Eusebius  and 
Athanasius  had  put  it  and  attempted  to  answer  it.  Gregory  also  got  rid  of  it  by 
referring  to  the  physician  who  waits  till  illness  has  fully  developed  before  he 
interferes  (Catech.  magn.,  ch.  29  ff.). 
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redeemed,  when  we  share  in  the  resurrection  which  the  human 
nature  assumed  by  Christ  experienced  through  the  resurrection 
(I.e.,  ch.  16).  The  mystery  of  the  incarnation  only  becomes 
clear  in  this  resurrection.  The  Deity  assumed  human  nature, 
in  order  by  this  union  to  exhaust,  until  it  had  wholly  disap- 
peared, that  which  was  liable  to  death  in  this  nature,  viz.,  evil. 
This  result  was  only  perfected  in  the  resurrection  of  the  human 
nature  of  Christ;  for  in  it  that  nature  was  first  shown  completely 
purified  and  rendered  capable  of  being  possessed  of  eternal  life.  ' 
In  the  fourth  place,  Gregory  was  able  to  demonstrate  the  appli- 
cation of  the  incarnation  more  definitely  than  Athanasius  could 
with  his  figure  of  the  king  and  the  city.  But  he  does  so  by 
the  aid  of  a  thoroughly  Platonic  idea  which  is  only  slightly 
suggested  in  Athanasius,  and  is  not  really  covered  by  a  Biblical 
reference  (to  the  two  Adams ;  see  Irenaeus).  Christ  did  not 
assume  the  human  nature  of  an  individual  person,  but  human 
nature.  Accordingly,  all  that  was  human  was  intertwined  with 
the  Deity ;  the  whole  of  human  nature  became  divine  by  inter- 
mixture with  the  Divine.  Gregory  conceives  this  as  a  strictly 
physical  process  :  the  leaven  of  the  Deity  has  pervaded  the  whole 
dough  of  humanity,  through  and  in  Christ ;  for  Christ  united  with 
himself  the  whole  of  human  nature  with  all  its  characteristics. ' 
This    conception,    which    was    based    on    the  Platonic  universal 

'  L.  c,  ch.  16.  For,  since  our  nature  in  its  regular  course  changed  also  in  him 
into  the  separation  of  body  and  soul,  he  reunited  that  which  had  been  divided  by 
his  divine  power  as  if  by  a  kind  of  cement,  and  rejoined  in  an  indissoluble  union 
the  severed  parts  (comp.  Irenaeus  and  Methodius).  And  that  was  the  resurrection, 
viz.,  the  return  after  dissolution  and  division  of  the  allies  to  an  indissoluble  union, 
both  being  so  bound  together,  that  man's  original  state  of  grace  was  recalled,  and 
we  return  to  eternal  life,  after  the  evil  mingled  with  our  nature  has  been  removed 
by  our  dissolution  (!);  just  as  it  happens  with  liquids,  which,  the  vessel  being 
broken,  escape  and  are  lost,  because  there  is  nothing  now  to  hold  them.  But  as 
death  began  in  one  man  and  from  him  passed  to  the  whole  of  nature  and  the 
human  race,  in  the  same  way  the  beginning  of  the  resurrection  extended  through 
one  man  to  the  whole  of  humanity." 

-  See  conclusion  of  the  preceding  note,  and  Herrmann,  Gregorii  Nyss.  sententias 
de  salute  adipis.,  p.  16  fif.  Underlying  all  the  arguments  of  the '•  Great  Catechism " 
we  have  the  thought  that  the  incarnation  was  an  actus  medicinalis  which  is  to  be 
thought  of  as  strictly  natural,  and  that  extends  to  all  mankind.  See  Dorner  (Entwick.- 
Gesch.  d.  L.  v.  d.  Person  Christi,  I.,  p.  958  f.),  who,  besides,  regards  Gregory's 
whole  conception  as  strictly  ethical. 
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notion  "humanity",  differed  from  that  of  Origen ;  but  it  also 
led  to  the  doctrine  of  Apokatastasis  (universalism),  which  Gregory 
adopted.  Meanwhile,  in  order  to  counterbalance  this  whole 
"mystical",  i.e.,  physical,  conception,  he  emphasised  the  personal 
and  spontaneous  fulfilment  of  the  law  as  a  condition,  in  the  same 
way  as  the  later  Antiochenes.  The  perfect  fulfilment  of  the  law 
was,  however,  according  to  Gregory,  only  possible  to  ascetics.  ^ 
In  the  fifth  place,  Gregory  set  the  sacraments  in  the  closest 
relation  to  the  incarnation,  recognising  (1.  c,  ch.  33 — 40)  Bap- 
tism and  the  Lord's  Supper  as  the  only  means  by  which 
mortal  man  was  renewed  and  became  immortal.  It  undoubt- 
edly appears  superfluous  to  a  rigorous  thinker  to  require 
that  something  special  should  happen  to  the  individual  when 
all  mankind  has  been  deified  in  the  humanity  assumed 
by  Christ.  But  the  form  given  to  his  ideas  by  Gregory 
was  in  keeping  with  the  thought  of  his  time,  when  mysteri- 
ous rites  were  held  to  portray  and  represent  that  which  was 
inconceivable.  Sixthly,  and  lastly,  Gregory  gave  a  turn  to 
the  thought  of  the  incarnation  in  which  justice  was  done  to 
the  boldest  conception  of  Origen,  and  "the  newest  of  the  new" 
was  subordinated  to  a  cosmological  and  more  general  view. 
Origen  had  already,  following  the  Gnostics,  taught — in  con- 
nection with  Philipp.  II.  10  and  other  texts — that  the  incarnation 
and  sacrificial  death  of  Christ  had  an  importance  that  went 
beyond  mankind.  The  work  of  Christ  extended  to  wherever  there 
were  spiritual  creatures ;  wherever  there  was  alienation  from 
God,  there  was  restoration  through  Christ.  He  offered  himself 
to  the  Father  for  angels  and  a^ons  (see  Valentine).  To  all 
orders  of  spiritual  beings  he  appeared  in  their  own  shape.  He 
restored  harmony  to  the  whole  universe.  Nay,  Christ's  blood 
was  not  only  shed  on  earth  at  Jerusalem  "for  sin"  (pro  peccato) ; 
but  also  "for  a  gift  on  the  high  altar  which  is  in  the  heavens" 
(pro  munere  in  superno  altari  quod  est  in  coelis).'  Gregory  took 
up  this  thought.  The  reconciliation  and  restitution  extend  to 
all    rational    creation.  ^    Christ    came  down  to  all  spiritual  crea- 

'     See  Herrmann,  1.  c,  p.  2  sq. 

2    Passages  in  Bigg,  1.  c,  p.  212  f. 

'    See  itifi  i/vx-  X-  xvxa-Txa-.,  p.  66  sq.,  ed.  Oehler.  Orat.  cat.  26. 
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tures,  and  adopted  the  forms  in  which  they  Hved,  in  order  to 
bring  them  into  harmony  with  God:  ov  [jJvo'j  sv  ocvöpoo-ncic  a^/Qpa- 
1Z0:  "ybsTxi,  ccKKoc  zxrx  to  xzoy^ovoov  TrxvTccc  zx)  h  xyyshoic 
'yrjö[j.£'Jog  Trpog  r>jv  szshcc'j  ^V7i'j  exvrov  Tjyzxrx'ysi. '  This  thought, 
far  from  enriching  the  work  of  the  historical  Christ,  served 
only,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Gnostics,  to  dissipate  it.  And,  in 
fact,  it  was  only  as  an  apologist  of  Catholic  Christianity  that 
Gregory  held  closely  to  the  historical  personality  of  Christ. 
When  he  philosophised  and  took  his  own  way,  he  said  little 
or  nothing  of  the  Christ  of  history. '"  It  is  almost  with  him  as 
with  Origen.  He  also  reveals  a  supreme  view  of  the  world, 
according  to  which  that  which  alienates  the  Kosmos  from  God 
forms  part  of  its  plan  as  much  as  that  which  restores  it  to 
him,  the  Kosmos  being,  from  its  creation,  full  of  God,  and, 
because  it  is,  existing  in  God.  The  incarnation  is  only  a 
particular  instance  of  the  universal  presence  of  the  divine  in  crea- 
tion. Gregory  contributed  to  transmit  to  posterity  the  pantheistic 
conception,  which  be  himself  never  thought  out  abstractly,  or 
apart  from  history.  A  real  affinity  existed  between  him  and 
the  pantheistic  Monophysites,  the  Areopagite,  and  Scotus 
Erigena,  and  even  modern  "liberal"  theology  of  the  Hegelian 
shade  may  appeal  to  him.  In  the  "  Great  Catechism"  (ch.  XXV.), 
which  was  meant  to  defend  the  historical  act  of  the  incarnation, 
he  has  an  argument  which  is  in  this  respect  extremely  signi- 
ficant. ^  "  The  assumption  of  our  nature  by  the  deity  should, 
however,  excite  no  well-founded  surprise  on  the  part  of  those 
who    view    things  [rx  cyrx)  with  any  breadth  of  mind,  (not  too 

1  Orat.  in  ascens.  Christi  in  Migne  T.  XLVL,  p.  693;  on  the  other  hand,  Di- 
dymus  (De  trinit.  II.  7,  ed.  Mingarelli,  p.  200):  6  @edi;  Xöyoc,  oh  Six  roi/i  di^xprt^- 
(TÄVTÄ?  xyysf.ovi;  xyysÄo^-  xÄÄx  Stx  roiit;  sv  xi^xprix  xvdpuTTovi;  xv^pciixoi;  xtpstttüii;, 
«o"V7;^:/TW?,  xvxi^xpri^TUi;^  x^pxa-rwi;.  Yet  in  other  places  he  has  expressed  himself 
like  Origen.  The  latter  was  attacked  by  Jerome  and  Theophilus  on  account  of  this 
doctrine.  The  Synod  of  Constantinople  condemned  it. 

-  Compare  the  whole  dialogue  with  Macrina  on  the  soul  and  the  resurrection, 
where  the  historical  Christ  is  quite  overlooked. 

^  To  Athanasius  also  it  was  not  unknown;  see  De  incarn.  41  :  rbv  aoo-iJ-ov  <tmij.x 
(iiyx  (pxa-iv  elvxf  0!  twv  'EAA^jvwv  (piÄ6iro(fjoi  xxl  x\\^&evovai  Äeyovrei;.  'Opä(J.sv  yxp 
xiirbv  xxi  rx  rovrov  (J.ep\^  rxlt^  x]iT&vj<7e<Tt  t/xoT/TTTOvra:.  Ei  toivvv  sv  tü>  >iö<ri^cii  (raii^xTt 
'ovTi  6  rot  @eov  ÄÖyot;  so-ti,  y.xi  Iv  ÖA0/?  y.xi  to7?  kxtx  fu-spot;  xvrwv  ttxitiv  hTrißsßi^xe. 
Tt  äxvj^x^TOv  !j  t/  xtottov  sl  xxt  fv  xvSpwTTtii  (px/xlv  xvTOv  sTrißeß'/iy.evxi  x.T.^.,  c.  ^2. 
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f/.ix.po-'p'JX^'^?)'  For  who  is  so  weak  in  mind  as  not  to  believe 
when  he  looks  at  the  universe  that  the  divine  is  in  everything, 
pervading  and  embracing  it,  and  dwelling  in  it?  For  every- 
thing depends  on  the  existent,  and  it  is  impossible  that  there 
should  be  anything  not  having  its  existence  in  that  which  is. 
Now,  if  all  is  in  it  and  it  in  all,  why  do  they  take  offence  at 
the  dispensation  of  the  mystery  taught  by  the  incarnation  of 
God,  of  him  who,  we  are  convinced,  is  not  even  now  outside 
of  mankind  ?  For  if  the  form  of  the  divine  presence  is  not  now 
the  same,  yet  we  are  as  much  agreed  that  God  is  among  us 
to-day  as  that  he  was  in  the  world  then.  Now  he  is  united 
with  us  as  the  one  who  embraces  nature  in  his  being,  but  then 
he  had  united  himself  with  our  being,  that  our  nature,  snatched 
from  death,  and  delivered  from  the  tyranny  of  the  Adversary, 
might  become  divine  through  intermixture  with  the  divine.  For 
his  return  from  death  was  for  the  mortal  race  the  beginning 
of  return  to  eternal  life."  The  pantheistic  theory  of  redemp- 
tion appeared  in  after  times  in  two  forms.  In  one  of  these  the 
work  of  the  historical  Christ  was  regarded  as  a  particular 
instance,  or  symbol,  of  the  universal,  purifying  and  sanctify- 
ing operations  continuously  carried  out  through  sanctifying 
media — the  sacraments — by  the  Logos  in  combination  with,  as 
in  their  turn  on  behalf  of,  the  graded  orders  of  supersensuous 
creatures;  this  was  the  view  of  Dionysius  the  Areopagite.  The 
other  form  of  the  theory  included  in  the  very  idea  of  the 
incarnation  the  union  of  the  Logos  with  those  individual  believ- 
ing souls  in  whom  he  was  well  pleased.  The  latter  conception 
which  was  already  prominent  in  Methodius  is  especially  marked 
in  Macarius.  In  Homily  IV.  ^.o.,  (ch.  8,  9),  his  first  words 
lead  us  to  expect  an  exposition  of  the  one  historical  incarnation. 
Instead  ofthat  we  read:  "Thus  in  his  love  the  infinite,  inscrut- 
able God  humbled  himself  and  assumed  the  members  of  our  bodily 
nature  .  .  .  and  transformed  in  love  and  benevolence  to  men  he 
incorporates  and  unites  himself  with  the  holy  and  faithful  souls 
in  whom  he  is  well  pleased,  etc."  In  each  a  Christ  is  born.  ^ 

•  A  third  form  of  the  pantheistic  conception  of  tlie  incarnation  can  be  perceived 
in  the  thesis,  that  the  humanity  of  Christ  was  heavenly ;  in  other  words,  that  the 
Logos    had    always    borne  humanity   in  himself,  so  that  his  body  was  not  of  later 
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The  thought  that  Christ  assumed  the  general  concept  of 
humanity  occurs,  though  mingled  with  distinctive  ideas,  in 
Hilary,  who  was  dependent  on  Gregory.  '  We  find  it  also  in 
Basil, "  Ephraem,  ^  Apollinaris,  ^  Cyril  of  Alexandria,  etc.  Through- 
out these  waiters  the  conception  is  clearly  marked  that  in 
Christ  our  nature  is  sanctified  and  rendered  divine,  that  what 
it    has    experienced    benefits    us,   as  a  matter  of  course,  in  our 

origin  than  his  divinity.  This  Gnostic  view,  which,  however,  is  not  necessarily 
pantheistic,  had  supporters,  e.g.^  in  Corinth  in  the  time  of  Athanasius,  who  himself 
opposed  it.  (Ep.  ad  Epictetum  Corinth.:  see  Epiphan..  p.  77,  c.  Dimoeritas).  They 
said  that  the  body  born  of  Mary  was  cfj-oova-iov  rji  tov  Äöyov  SsoTifTi,  a-vvxfSiov 
Kvrii  Six  TTxvTO^  ysysviiirSxi,  STreiSi;  Ik  rt^q  oua-ixi;  tvj(;  Eotpi'xi;  (nivia-Tt^.  They  taught, 
accordingly,  that  humanity  itself  sprang  from  the  Logos,"  he  had  for  the  purpose 
of  his  manifestation  formed  for  himself  by  metamorphosis  a  body  capable  of 
suffering.  He  had,  therefore,  on  one  side  of  his  being  given  up  his  immutability, 
departed  from  his  own  nature  (^AAayjj  ts5c  <!/«?  (pvffswq)  and  transformed  himself 
into  a  sensuous  man.  The  poiiat  of  interest  here  was  the  perfect  unity  of  Christ. 
Those  whom  Hilary  opposed  (De  trinit.  X.  15  sq.)  did  not  maintain  the  heavenly 
and  eternal  humanity  of  the  Logos.  On  the  other  hand,  this  thesis  occurs  in  Apol- 
linaris, in  whom,  however,  it  is  not  to  be  explained  pantheistically,  although 
pantheistic  inferences  can  hardly  be  averted.  The  heavenly  humanity  of  Christ  is 
also  opposed  by  Basil  in  Ep.  ad  Sozopol.  (65);  it  re-emerged  in  the  circles  of  the 
most  extreme  Monophysites;  but  it  was  at  the  same  time  openly  affirmed  there  by 
Stephen  Bar  Sudaili:  "everything  is  of  one  nature  with  God":  "all  nature  is  con- 
substantial  with  the  divine  essence"  (Assem.,  Biblioth.  II.  30,  291);  see  Dorner, 
1.  c,  II.,  p.  162  f.,  and  Frothingham,  Stephen  Bar  Sudaili  (1886)  who  has  printed, 
p.  28  sq.,  the  letter  of  Xenaias  which  warns  against  the  heresy  "  that  assimilates  the 
creation  to  God."  Finally,  a  kind  of  subtilised  form  of  this  phenomenon  is  found 
in  the  old-catholic  conception,  that  the  Son  of  God  came  down  to  men  immediately 
after  the  Fall,  that  he  repeatedly  dwelt  among  them,  and  thus  accustomed  himself 
to  his  future  manifestation  (see  Ireu?eus'  conception,  Vol.  II.,  p.  236).  In  the  later 
Fathers,  when  they  were  not  writing  apologetically,  this  old  conception  does  not, 
so  far  as  I  know,  occur  often,  or,  it  is  very  strictly  distinguished  from  the  incarna- 
tion; see,  e.g.^  Äthan.,  Orat.  III.  30. 

1  See,  e.g.,  Hilary,  Tract,  in  Ps.  LI,  ch.  16:  "Ut  et  filius  hominis  esset  filius 
dei,  naturam  in  se  universas  carnis  assumpsit,  per  quam  effectus  vera  vitis  genus  in 
se  universte  propaginis  tenet."  Ps.  LIV.  ch.  9  :  "Universitatis  nostrse  caro  est  factus." 
Other  passages  are  given  in  Domer,  Entw-Gesch.  der  Lehre  v.  d.  Person  Christi,  I., 
p.   1067,  and  Ritschl,  1.  c,  I.  p.   15. 

2  Hom.  25,  T.  I.,  p.  504  sq.  This  exposition  coincides  completely  with  Gregory's 
thought. 

3  Dorner,  1.  c,  p.  961. 

Domer,  1.  c,  the  kxtx  i^spot;  tti'ittii;.  See  besides  the  passage  given  in  Vol.  II., 
p.  223,  n.  I. 
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individual  capacity,  and  that  we  in  a  very  real  way  have  risen 
with  Christ. 

Even  in  the  Antiochenes  passages  occur  which  are  thus  to  be 
interpreted — exegesis  led  them  to  this  view ;  '  but  they  exist,  so 
far  as  I  know,  even  in  Chrysostom,"'  and  they  are  so  phrased 
in  general  as  to  show  that  according  to  them  this  suffering  and 
dying  with  Christ,  as  an  independent  fact,  was  not  merely  a 
supplementary  condition  of  the  actual  union  with  Christ,  but 
the  only  form  in  which  it  was  accomplished.  In  them  the 
general  concept  of  humanity  does  not  occur ;  accordingly,  the 
humanity  of  Christ  is  conceived  much  more  concretely.  He  is 
really  a  fighting,  striving  man  who  reaches  victory  through 
free-will.  *  As  this  man  himself  is  united  morally  with  the 
deity,  the  moral  element  must  never  be  left  out  of  account  in 
our  union  with  him.  But  in  so  far  as  the  incarnation  of  Christ 
produces  a  new  state  (Katastasis),  one  not  included  in  the  plan 
of  humanity,  it  undoubtedly  results  in  our  glorification,  a  state 
not  involved  in  the  moral  element  per  se. 

When  we  come  to  John  of  Damascus  we  no  longer  find  any 
definitive  conception  of  the  incarnation.  The  clear  intention 
assigned  to  it  by  Athanasius  has  escaped  him;  even  of  the  ideas 
of  Gregory  of  Nyssa  only  a  part,  and  that  the  apologetic  part, 
are  reproduced  (De  fide  Orth.  III.  i,  6).  At  this  point  also 
the  attempt  to  unite  the  Aristotelian  tradition  of  the  school  of 
Antioch  with  the  Alexandrian  only  led  to  a  combination  of 
fragments.  Yet  the  sentence,  "Christ  did  not  come  to  this  or 
that  one,  but  to  our  common  nature  ",  *  never  wholly  became 
a  dead  letter  in  the  Greek  Church.  But  everything  taught  in 
that  Church  as  to  the  incarnation  is  already  to  be  found  either 
developed,  or  in  germ,  in  Irenaeus;  not  the  simple  exposition 
of   Athanasius,    but   a    mixture  of  the  thought  of  the  historical 

1  See  Theodore  on  Rom.  VI.  6:  tm  Xp/o-rffi,  (\i\\a-h,  s(7Txvp(0iJ,sv(>i  uerTrep  ccttxo-x 
yifzajv  VI  VTTO  Tviv  flvsjTOT^T«  scsijisvij  (pv<r(i;  trvvsa-rxvpoiiiii,  STreiSii  itxt  ttxo-x  cturu  a-vvxv 
ia-Tyj,  Trxvroov  xväpuTTwv  xutm  (3-i////zfT«o-;tf7v  s^tti^övtüjv  tvic,  xvxirrxtTSKC,-  w?  evTfv- 
flev  o-yv«4)«v;o-flJ)v«/  {liv  tjJv  ■Ksp'i  ro  x(ji.xpTxvetv  i)[j.äjv  svkoäixv,  Itx  rvji;  It?)  rijv  xixv- 

X17IXV    TOV    (TWI^XTO^    fieTXffTX<rBCl)i. 

"    Förster,  Chrysostomus,  p.   126  ff. 

•*    See  Kihn,  Theodor.,  p.   180  ff. 

■*    XpiffTOi;  oil  Ttpb^  'ivx  kxi  Sevrtpov  ^Aäfv,  «ÄÄx  Trpoi;  xjjv  KOivijv  <pv<nv. 
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with  that  of  the  mystical  redemption,  is  to  be  traced  in  the 
majority  of  the  Fathers.  It  is  the  Christ  in  us,  the  cosmical 
Christ,  as  we  already  saw  in  Methodius. 

Supplemejit  II. — Those  Fathers,  and  they  were  in  the  majority, 
who  found  the  cause  of  the  incarnation  in  the  intention  of  God 
to  rehabilitate  the  human  race,  knew  of  no  necessity  for  the 
incarnation  apart  from  the  entrance  of  sin.  While  they  almost 
all  explained  that  what  Christ  conferred  was  more  and  greater 
than  what  man  had  lost,  yet  they  did  not  use  this  idea  in  their 
speculations,  and  they  attached  as  a  rule  no  special  significance 
to  it.  But  even  Irenaeus  had  also  looked  at  the  incarnation  as 
the  final  and  supreme  means  of  the  divine  economy  by  which 
God  gradually  brought  the  original  creation,  at  first  neces- 
sarily imperfect,  to  completion.  ^  Where  this  idea  occurred,  it 
also  involved  the  other,  that  Christ  would  have  come  even  if 
there  had  been  no  sin.  Accordingly,  those  Fathers  who  laid  no 
special  stress  on  sin,  seeing  it  appeared  to  them  to  be  more  or 
less  natural,  and  who  conceived  redemption  rather  as  a  perfecting 
than  restitution,  maintained  the  necessity  of  the  incarnation  even 
apart  from  sin:  so  Theodore  of  Mopsuestia,  Pelagius  and  others. " 
The  incarnation  was  regarded  by  them  as  forming  the  basis  of 
the  life  in  which  man  is  raised  above  his  nature  and  common 
virtue,  that  is,  the  ascetic  and  angelic  life.  Clement  of  Alex., 
starting  from  quite  different  premises,  expressed  the  same  thought. 
Abstinence  from  evil  was  the  perfection  that  had  been  attained 
even  by  Greeks  and  Jews ;  on  the  other  hand,  the  perfect 
Gnostic,  only  possible  after  the  complete  revelation  of  the  Logos, 
found  perfection  in  the  ascetic  life  of  intuition,  a  life  resting  on 
faith,  hope,  and  love.  ^  Therefore  in  order  to  institute  this  life, 
the  complete  revelation  of  the  Logos  was  required ;  it  was  un- 
necessary to  bring  sin  into  the  question.  However,  the  proposi- 
tion that  Christ  would  have  come  even  if  Adam  had  not  sinned 
was,  so  far  as  I  know,  bluntly  asserted  by  no  Greek  theologian ; 
the  combination  of  Adam  and  Christ  in  the  Bible  stood  in  the  way. 

Supplejnent   III. — On  the  ground  of  Biblical  texts  like  Matt. 

•  See  Vol.  II.,  p.  272,  307;  the  thought  is  not  wanting  in  TertuUian. 
"    See  Dorner,  1.  c.  II.,  p.  432  ff.  Kihn,  Theodor.,  p.   179  f. 

*  Strom.  VI.  7,  60. 


304  HISTORY   OF   DOGMA  [Chap.  vi. 

XXV.  24,  Eph.  I.  3  —  5,  II,  II.  Tim.  I.  8 — 10,  the  Greeks  have 
also  spoken  {e.g.,  Äthan,  c.  Arian.  II.  75 — jj)  of  an  election 
of  believers  in  Christ  before  the  foundation  of  the  world,  and 
of  the  decree  of  redemption  framed  by  God,  with  reference 
already  to  sin,  before  the  creation.  Athanasius  even  says  that 
our  future  eternal  life  in  Christ  is  conditioned  by  the  fact  that 
our  life  was  founded  on  Christ  even  before  time  was.  But  the 
idea  of  predestination,  like  the  thought  that  Christ  is  the  head 
of  his  Church,  is  confined  to  the  lines  of  a  Biblical  doctrine, 
which  for  that  very  reason  is  true.  Neither  the  doctrine  of  the 
work  of  Christ,  nor  of  the  appropriation  of  his  work,  is  influenced 
by  those  conceptions.  As  a  rule,  however,  the  idea  of  predesti- 
nation takes  the  form  that  God  having  foreseen  men's  attainments 
in  virtue  elected  them.  This  version  is  especially  clear  in  the 
school  of  Antioch,  and  even  enters  into  their  Christology;  but 
it  is  the  opposite  of  what  Paul  meant. 


APPENDIX   TO    CHAPTER   VI. 


THE    IDEAS    OF    REDEMPTION   FROM   THE   DEVIL,    AND   OF   ATONE- 
MENT  THROUGH   THE   WORK   OF   THE   GOD-MAN. 

§   I.   Christ's  Death  as  Ransom  and  Sacrifice. 

The  Greek  Fathers  did  not  go  beyond,  nor  could  they  give 
a  more  consistent  form  to,  the  views  on  this  subject  already 
expounded  by  Irena^us  and  Origen.  '  The  fact  of  the  incarna- 
tion was  so  closely  and  exclusively  connected,  at  least  in  the 
East,  with  the  conception  of  the  result  of  redemption,  that  every- 
thing else  had  to  yield  in  importance  to  the  latter.  Of  course 
at  all  times  and  in  all  directions  the  attempt  was  made,  after 
the  example  of  Irenoeus  and  the  indications  of  Holy  Scripture, 
to  insert  the  facts  of  Jesus'  history  in  the  work  of  redemption. 
This  can  be  seen  especially  in  Athanasius  and  the  two  Cyrils — 
"Whatever  happened  to  his  humanity  has  happened  to  us." 
Again,  the  death  of  Christ  was  frequently  recalled  when  the 
forgiveness  of  sins  was  taken  into  account ;  but  it  is  difficult 
here  to  draw  the  line  between  exegesis,  rhetoric,  and  dogma- 
tics. As  a  rule,  we  obtain  the  impression  that  theology  could 
have  dispensed  with  all  the  facts  of  Christ's  life. "  On  the  other 
hand,  the  death  of  Christ  always  appeared  so  tragic  and  wonder- 
ful   an    event,    that    men    were  compelled  to  attribute  a  special 

1    See  Vol.  II.,  pp.  286  ff.,  365  ff. 

-  The  two  Cappadocians  doubted,  not  without  reserve,  the  necessity  of  Christ's 
death.  G.  of  Nazianzus  says  that  the  divine  Logos  could  also  have  redeemed  us 
öe^viliXTi  ix.6vov^  and  G.  of  Nyssa  (Orat.  cat.  17)  thought  that  the  method  of  redemp- 
tion was  to  be  considered  as  arbitrary  as  the  remedies  of  physicians.  In  other 
places,  indeed,  they  expressed  themselves  diffei-ently,  and  Athanasius  connected  the 
death  of  Christ  closely  with  the  incarnation  (see  above). 

20 


306  illSTORV    OF   DOGMA 

saving  value  to  it.  But  just  as  it  was  not  represented  in  art 
up  to  the  fifth  century,  so  the  majority  of  the  Greeks  really 
regarded  it,  along  with  Christ's  whole  passion,  as  a  sacred  mys- 
tery, and  that  not  only  in  the  intellectual  sense.  Here  thought 
yielded  to  emotion,  and  imposed  silence  on  itself.  Goethe  said 
towards  the  close  of  his  life,  "  We  draw  a  veil  over  the  suffer- 
ings of  Christ  simply  because  we  revere  them  so  deeply;  we 
hold  it  to  be  reprehensible  presumption  to  play  and  trifle  with 
and  embellish  those  profound  mysteries  in  which  the  divine 
depths  of  suffering  lie  hidden,  never  to  rest  until  even  the 
noblest  seems  mean  and  tasteless."  That  exactly  represents  the 
Greek  feeling.  It  also  gives  the  key  to  the  saying  of  Gregory 
of  Nazianzus  (Orat.  XXVII.  lo)  that  the  appreciation  of  the 
sufferings  of  Christ  was  one  of  those  points  on  which  it  was 
possible  to  make  a  mistake  with  impunity  (cf.  Iren.  I.  lo).  By 
this  he  meant,  not  only  that  the  specific  result  of  the  passion 
was  uncertain,  but  also  that  it  was  inexpressible.  '  It  was  re- 
served for  the  Middle  Ages  and  our  modern  times  to  cast  off 
all  modesty  and  reverence  here. 

Yet  a  few  theologians  and  exegetes  could  not  refrain  from 
speculating  about  the  death  of  Christ,  though  they  did  not  yet 
use  frivolous  arithmetical  sums.  The  death  of  Christ  was,  in 
the  first  place,  connected,  following  Rom.  VIII.  3,  with  the 
condemnation  of  sin — death — in  the  flesh  [zxTCizchsiy  Ty,v  afjixp- 
rioi'j  [rh  öxyxroy)  iy  ty,  <7xpyJ).  That  constituted  the  strongest 
connection  of  Ensarkosis  (embodiment  in  the  flesh),  death,  resur- 
rection, and  redemption,  reached  within  the  Greek  Church.  In 
Christ's  final  agony  the  Ensarkosis  first  came  to  some  extent  to 
its  end.  for  by  death  the  flesh  was  purified  from  sin  and  mor- 
tality, and  was  presented  in  Christ's  resurrection  pure,  holy, 
and  incorruptible.  This  thought  was  worked  out  in  various 
ways  by  Athanasius,  Gregory  of  Nyssa,  and  Cyril  of  Jerusalem, 
as  well  as,  especially,  by  ApoUinaris. "  But  in  later  times  the 
conception  of  the  complete  hypostatic  union  forbade  the  vanquish- 

1  See  the  great  importance  laid  already  by  Justin  on  the  Cross,  an  importance 
which  it  still  has  for  the  piety  of  the  Greek  Chuixh. 

-  ApoUinaris  who  was  the  strictest  dogmatist  of  the  fourth  century,  substantially 
limited  the  significance  of  Christ's  death,  so  far  as  I  know,  to  this  effect. 
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ing  of  corruption  (4)Ö5,:i)  and  death  being  dated  a  moment  later 
than  the  assumption  of  human  nature.  Therefore  it  was  held 
that  Christ  had  even  at  the  incarnation  destroyed  corruption 
and  death  (the  penalty  of  sin)  from  the  flesh ;  but  his  death 
was  wholly  voluntary  and  eco7ioniic. 

In  the  second  place  Irenseus  had  already,  in  a  connected 
argument,  emphasised  the  necessity  of  tracing  the  incarnation 
of  the  Logos  and  his  passion  to  the  goodness  and  righteousness 
of  God,  and  he  further  insisted  that  Christ  had  delivered  us  not 
from  a  state  of  infirmity,  but  from  the  power  of  the  devil,  re- 
deeming those  estranged  from  God,  and  unnaturally  imprisoned, 
not  by  force,  but  with  due  regard  to  justice.  Origen,  however, 
was  the  first  to  explain  the  passion  and  death  of  Christ  with 
logical  precision  under  the  ^^o\\\\.soi  \\q.^  oi  ransom  2a\^  sacrifice. 
With  regard  to  the  former  he  was  the  first  to  set  up  the  theory 
that  the  devil  had  acquired  a  legal  claim  on  men,  and  therefore 
to  regard  the  death  of  Christ  (or  his  soul)  as  a  ransom  paid  to 
the  devil.  This  Marcionite  doctrine  of  price  and  barter  was 
already  supplemented  by  Origen  with  the  assumption  of  an  act 
of  deceit  on  the  part  of  God.  It  was,  in  spite  of  an  energetic 
protest,  taken  up  by  his  disciples,  and  afterwards  carried  out 
still  more  offensively.  It  occurs  in  Gregory  of  Nyssa  who 
(Catech.  15 — 27),  in  dealing  with  the  notion  of  God,  treats  it 
broadly  and  repulsively.  We  find  it  in  Ambrose,  who  speaks 
of  the  pia  fraus,  in  Augustine  and  Leo  I.  It  assumes  its  worst 
form  in  Gregory  I. :  the  humanity  of  Christ  was  the  bait ;  the 
fish,  the  devil,  snapped  at  it,  and  was  left  hanging  on  the  in- 
visible hook,  Christ's  divinity.  It  proves  that  the  Fathers  had 
gradually  lost  any  fixed  conception  of  the  holiness  and  right- 
eousness of  God ;  but  on  the  other  hand,  it  expresses  the  belief 
that  the  devil's  power  will  not  first  be  broken  by  the  future 
appearing  of  Christ,  but  has  been  already  shattered  by  his 
death.  In  this  sense  it  is  the  epitaph  of  the  old  dogmatics 
which  turned  on  eschatology.  '     For  the  rest,  Gregory  of  Nazi- 

1  Ireiiffius  held  that  men  were  God's  debtors,  but  in  the  power  (unjustly)  of  the 
devil.  Origen  held-  a  different  view.  The  devil  had  a  claim  on  men,  and  Christ 
paid  him  his  soul  as  the  price,  but  the  devil  could  not  keep  it.  The  devil  acted 
unjustly    to  Christ,  he  was  not  entitled  to  take  possession  of  one  who  was  sinless; 
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anzus '  and  John  of  Damascus  felt  scruples  about  admitting  God 
and  the  devil  to  have  been  partners  in  a  legal  transaction. 

With  reference  to  the  sacrifice  of  Christ,  Origen  was  of 
epoch-making  importance.  On  the  one  hand,  he  started  from 
Rom.  III.  25  and  similar  texts,  on  the  other,  he  was  strongly 
influenced  by  the  Grseco-oriental  expiatory  mysteries,  and  was 
the  first  to  introduce  into  the  Church,  following  the  precedent 
set  by  the  Gnostics,  a  theology  of  sacrifice  or  propitiation 
based  on  the  death  of  Christ.  He  thereby  enriched,  but  at  the 
same  time  confused,  Greek  theology.  He  taught  that  all  sins 
required  a  holy  and  pure  sacrifice  in  order  to  be  atoned  for, 
in  other  words,  to  be  forgiven  by  God  ;  this  sacrifice  was  the 
body  of  Christ,  presented  to  the  Father.  This  thought  which, 
as  expounded,  approximates  to  the  idea  of  a  vicarious  suffering 
of  punishment,  was  adopted  by  Athanasius  who  combined  it 
with  the  other  ideas  that  God's  veracity  required  the  threat  of 
death  to  be  carried  out,  and  that  death  accordingly  was  accepted 
by  Christ  on  behalf  of  all,  and  by  him  was  destroyed.  "  The 
idea  that  only  the  sacrificial  death  of  God  could  vanquish  death 
which  was  decreed  by  him,  and  thus  conciliate  God,  occurs  also 

see  passages  given  in  Miinscher,  p.  428  ff.  Leo  I ,  following  Ambrose,  gives  the 
deception  theory  in  a  crude  form. 

•     See  üllman,  Gregor,  p.  318  f. 

"  De  incarnat.  9:  HwiSaiv  yxp  6  Äöyoc,  on  äAAw?  oi/y.  äv  Kv^sivj  rcSv  xvapajTruv 
VI  cpöopcc,  SI  f/.^  Stec  TOv  ttavtw?  xTroixvslv,  oi/x  <^''ov  ts  §s  ^v  tov  Köyo'J  xvodxvelv^ 
xixvxTOv  vvTX  Kxi  TOV  TTXTpog  vtov,  TOVTOv  svsy.sv  TO  Svvxi/.evov  x7ro$xve7v  ixVTÜ 
^xfjißxvst  irüiix^  'I'vx  rovro  tov  eTri  ttxvtuiv  Koyov  f^sTXÄxßöv^  xvrt  ttxvtoov  i'kxvov 
yevvjTxt  Tii  öxvxTcfi  y.xi  Stx  tov  svoikvjctxvtx  ^öyov  xipöxpTOv  ^ixi-teh^,  y.xi  äoittov  xtto 
TTxvTOiv  VI  ^iopx  xxva-vtrxi  tvj  tjJ?  xvoiTTxa-SMt;  x^P''''''  ö'iSev  w?  Upelov  y.xi  &i/i/.x 
TTxvTÖi    sÄsöl^spov    a-TTiÄov,  0    xuTOi;    ixvTii    'i^xßs    <7Si{j.x  TrpotTxyuv  f;';  Sxvxtov,  xtto 

TTXVTMV     Sll$V(;   TÜV     ÖliOtUV     ijCpxVt^e    TOV    äxVXTOV    t'^    7rpOl7(Popx    TOV    KXT xKh.vi Kov .       We 

see  how  the  conceptions  of  the  vicarious  endurance  of  punishment,  and  of  a  sacri- 
fice, meet  here;  indeed,  generally  speaking,  it  was  difficult  to  keep  them  apart. 
Athanasius  throughout  lays  greater  stress  on  the  former;  Origen,  as  a  Hellenist, 
on  the  latter;  see  Äthan.,  1.  c,  6 — lo,  but  esp.  Ch.  XX:  uipstÄero  TrxvTcci; 
x7roäxvs7v .  .  .  vTsp  ttxvtmv  tv^v  ^va-'iKv  xve^epsv,  xvti  ttxvtuv  tov  sxvtov  vxbv  eti; 
OxvXTOv  TTxpxSiSovQ,  'tvx  Tovq  (J.tv  TfxvTxq  xvvTTSvivvovi;  Kx)  eÄsvispovi;  TviQ  xpxxixc; 
TTxpxßxa-SüJi  TTOivicrvi  ...  0  'TTXVTUIV  6xvxT0<;  ev  TM  Kvpixxii  trdji^XTt  £7r?,iipBVT0  y.xi  6 
SxvxTOi;  xxt  >t  i^öopx  Six  tov  uvvovrx  hoyov  s^t^Cpxvi^STO.  Öxvxtov  yxp  vjv  xf^'^-,  ^^' 
Sxvxtov  vTTsp  ttxvtuv  eSst  yeveaixi,  'I'vx  to  Txpx  ttxvtuv  o<peiX6iJ.evov  ysvyfTXi;  c. 
Arian.  I.  6o,  II.  7,  66  sq. 
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in  other  Greek  Fathers  of  the  fourth  century.  '  Following  the 
estimate  formed  of  the  infinite  value  of  the  final  passion  of  the 
God-man, '  we  constantly  find  in  them  also  traces,  sometimes 
more,  sometimes  less,  distinct,  of  the  thought  of  substitution  in 
connection  with  satisfaction ;  but  it  remains  obscure,  ^  nay,  it 
is  frequently  again  withdrawn.  In  other  words,  it  was  some- 
times twisted,  as  already  in  Irenaeus,  into  the  idea  of  example 
pure  and  simple.  Thus  the  Antiochene  school  especially,  who 
held  his  death  to  have  been  a  natural  event,  considered  that 
Christ's  final  passion  influenced  our  freely-formed  resolutions, 
but  this  version  is  not  entirely  wanting  in  any  Greek  Father. 
Others,  e.g..  Gregory  of  Nazianzus,  explained  that  God  did  not 
demand  the  sacrifice — or  ransom — but  received  it  1C  c]zcvo[^ioiv.  ' 
In  this  case,  as  much  as  in  earlier  times,  ^C  ohoyof/Jx'^  meant 
"that  the  Scriptures  might  be  fulfilled";  that  is,  it  was  tanta- 
mount to  abandoning  a  direct  explanation  of  the  fact  itself. 
In  any  case  Cyril  of  Alexandria  shows  most  clearly  the 
vicarious  idea  of  the  passion  and  death  of  the  God-man  in 
connection  with  the  whole  Christological  conception.  *  Eusebius' 

^  See  esp.  Cyril,  Catech.  XIII.  33,  but  also  the  Cappadocians ;  cf.  Ullmann,  1.  c, 
p.  316  ff. 

"  Even  Cyril  of  Jerusalem  says,  1.  c. :  01/  roaxvrvi  yiv  rSJv  iiixpruÄüv  i\  a.-jO(x.ix, 
oirif  Tov  vTrspxTToSvt^a-KOVTO^  vj  StKXioirvvij.  oil  too-ovtov  v\i/.xpro(j.sv,  oircv  i^ty.xtOTTfxyyasv 
6  Tijv  4^vxiiv  vTTsp  i)(jLÜv  TS$£ixcl)i;.  Similarly  Chi-ysostom  in  the  Ep.  ad  Rom.,  Horn. 
10,  T.  X.,  p.  121.  But  the  idea  is  emotional,  and  not  the  starting-point  of  a 
philosophical  theory.  It  is  different  with  the  Westerns. 

3  The  expiation  of  our  guilt  is  more  infrequently  thought  of  than  the  taking 
over  of  sin's  punishment;  that  is,  guilt  is  only  indirectly  referred  to. 

*  See  Ullmann,  1.  c,  p.  319. 

*  The  idea  of  sacrifice  falls  into  the  background,  which  was  only  to  be  expected 
in  the  case  of  this  energetic  spokesman  of  genuine  Greek  Christian  theology.  Sub- 
stitution passed  naturally  into,  or  rather  grew  out  of,  the  idea  of  mystical  mediation. 
Because  all  human  nature  was  purified  and  transfigured  really  and  physically  in 
Christ,  he  could,  regarded  as  an  individiial^  be  conceived  as  substitute  or  x-jtIKv- 
rpov;  see  Cyril  on  John  I.  29  and  Gal.  III.  13  Meanwhile  Cyril  also  says  that 
Christ  outweighed  all  in  merit.  For  the  rest,  he  does  not  venture  to  affirm  that 
Christ  became  a  curse,  but  explains  that  he  endured  what  one  burdened  with  a 
curse  must  suffer.  Compare  also  the  exposition  in  the  Orat.  de  recta  fide  ad  reginas 
(Mansi  IV.,  p.  809).  The  points  of  volu7tfariness  and  substitution  were  emphasised 
more  strongly  by  orthodox  theologians  after  Cyril,  in  order  not  to  compromise  the 
perfectly  hypostatic  deification — from  the  moment  of  the  incarnation — of  Christ's 
human  nature 
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method  of  formulating  the  idea  comes  nearest  Paul's,  but  it  is 
only  a  paraphrase ;  '  and  the  inability  of  theologians  to  recognise, 
expose  and  dispute  the  differences  in  their  divergent  concep- 
tions is  the  strongest  proof  that  they  were  not  clearly  aware  of 
the  bearing  and  weight  of  their  own  propositions. 

§  2.    Christ  as  man  the  Mediator. 

The  West,  which  had  a  scheme  of  its  own  in  Christology, 
(see  below)  also  possessed  characteristic  features  in  its  conception 
of  the  work  of  Christ. "  Here,  as  in  almost  all  departments  of 
activity  in  the  Latin  Church,  it  was  of  the  highest  moment 
that  Tertullian.  the  jurist,  and  Cyprian,  the  ecclesiastical  ruler, 
were  the  first  Latin  theologians.  Disinclined  for  philosophical 
and  strictly  religious  speculation,  and  dominated  by  a  prosaic 
but  powerful  moralism,  the  Latins  were  possessed  from  the 
first  of  an  impulse  to  carry  religion  into  the  legal  sphere.  The 
sacred  authorities,  or  the  Symbol,  were  regarded  as  the  "  law " 
{lex)  of  God ;  divine  service  was  the  place  where  the  censure  of 
God  was  pronounced ;  the  deity  was  thought  of  as  judge. 
Father,  Son,  and  Spirit  were  held  to  be  '' persoms''  who 
possessed  a  common  property  ("substantia''  not  "  natitra''). 
Christ  as  the  "persona"  who  controlled  a  two-fold  "property," 
one  inherited  from  his  Father  (his  divinity)  and  one  from  his 
mother  (his  humanity).  Christ  required  to  be  obedient  to  God, 
and — as  Tertullian  first  said  ^  and  Cyprian  repeated — had  to 
satisfy  God  (deo  satisfacere).  ^  In  this  phrase  everything  was 
comprised:  man — the  Christian — was  to  give  God  that  which 
he  owed  him,  i.e.,  he  was  to  satisfy  God's  legal  claims.  After 
this  came  the  "promereri  deum",  i.e.,  rendering  services  to 
God,    gaining    God's    favour  by    our   merits.     But  in  Tertullian 

1  DemoDstr.  X.    i :  v77Sfi  yii-iMv  >io^x<TOeti;  y.xl  Tii^aipix'j  Jtos'^wv,  j^v  xIto^  i-iev  ova 

«liXfTt^i-iXTcav    xipsa-swt;    KXTsaTvi .  .  .    tj^v    vil-'-'tv  7rpoa-T£ri[u.yiiu.£Viiv  KXTxpxv  Icf''  sxvtov 
i^nvtrx^,  ysvoiisvoi  vTrep  fif-iuv  nxrxpx. 

2  See    fuller  details  in  next  book.  Here  we  only  give  a  sketch.     Comp.  Wirth, 
Der  verdienstbegriff  bei  Tertullian,  1892. 

'^    See  Vol.  II.,  p.  294. 

•*    This  notion  was  afterwards  one  of  the  most  common  in  the  West. 
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and  Cyprian  "satisfacere  deo"  meant  more  precisely  to  atone 
for  wrongs  inflicted  on  God  by  acts  of  penitence,  and  to  appease 
him  (placare  deiini,  satisfacere  deo  per  hostias :  Arnobius). 
Further  '' promererV  was  appHed  above  all  to  bona  opera,  works 
(fasting)  and  alms-giving  (Cypr.,  De  open  et  eleemos.).  Even 
from  the  middle  of  the  third  century  an  ecclesiastical  system  was 
drawn  out  in  the  Latin  West  of  works  to  be  rendered  to  God 
(order  of  penance) ;  '  and  this  system  gradually  took  in,  like  a 
net,  all  man's  relations  to  God.  It  was  throughout  governed 
by  the  idea  that  the  magnitude  of  transgressions  and  that  of 
the  works  rendered  to  God,  the  penitential  offerings,  were  to 
have  a  strictly  legal  relation,  and,  similarly,  that  what  a  man's 
merits  entitled  him  to  from  God  had  a  fixed  and  regulated 
value.  It  is  not  the  case,  as  has  been  supposed,  that  this  idea 
first  arose  in  the  Church  in  the  Romano-German  period,  and 
is  therefore  to  be  described  as  a  result  of  German  criminal 
law.  On  the  contrary,  the  idea  of  satisfactiones  and  vierita 
already  belonged  in  its  entirety  to  the  Roman  age,  and  during 
it  was  strictly  worked  out.  From  the  days  of  Tertullian  and 
Cyprian  the  Latins  were  familiar  with  the  notion  that  the 
Christian  had  to  propitiate  God,  that  cries  of  pain,  sufferings, 
and  deprivations  were  means,  sacrificial  means,  of  expiation, 
that  God  took  strict  account  of  the  quantity  of  the  atonement, 
and  that,  where  there  was  no  guilt  to  be  blotted  out,  those 
very  means  were  represented  as  merits.  All  those  trivial 
definitions,  which  betray  a  low  state  of  legal  and  moral  views, 
and  which  one  would  gladly  attribute  to  barbarous  nations, 
had  become  the  property  of  the  Church  before  the  incursion 
of  the  Germans;  and  Anselm's  principle,  "Every  sin  must  be 
followed  either  by  satisfaction  or  punishment","  can  be  already 
shown  in  Sulpicius  Severus,  ^  and  corresponds  to  the  thought 
of  Cyprian  and  his  successors.  ^ 

1  It  occurs  already  in  TertuUiaa;  but  we  do  not  yet  perceive  its  full  extent  in 
the  Church  in  his  time;  it  has  not  even  the  full  significance  that  it  possesses  in 
Cyprian. 

■    Necesse  est  ut  omne  peccatum  satisfactio  aut  pcEiia  sequatur. 

3  See  Sulp.  Sev.,  Dial.  II.  lo:  Fornicatio  deputetur  ad  poenam,  nisi  satisfactione 
purgetur. 

^    For  fuller  details  see  a  later  Vol, 
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But  Cyprian  also  applied  the  '^  satisfacere  ^^c"  to  Christ  him- 
self. As  in  the  Middle  Ages  the  most  questionable  consequences 
of  the  theory  and  practice  of  penance  reacted  on  the  conception 
of  Christ's  work,  so  from  the  time  of  Cyprian  the  latter  was 
influenced  by  the  view  taken  of  human  acts  of  penitence.  His 
suffering  and  death  constituted  a  sacrifice  presented  by  Christ 
to  God  in  order  to  propitiate  him.  This  thought,  started  by 
Cyprian,  was  never  afterwards  lost  sight  of  in  the  West.  The 
angry  God  whom  it  was  necessary  to  propitiate  and  of  whom  the 
Greeks  knew  so  little,  became  more  and  more  familiar  in  the 
West.  Jewish  and  Pauline  traditions  here  joined  with  those  of 
Roman  law.  Hilary  is  especially  clear  in  combining  the  sacrifice 
of  Christ  with  the  removal  of  guilt  and  of  punishment.  '  This 
combination  was  repeated  by  Ambrose,  "  Augustine,  and  the 
great   popes  of  antiquity ;  ^  least  certainly,  perhaps,  by  August- 

1  On  Ps.  LIII.  12 :  "  passio  suscepta  voluntarie  est,  officio  ipsa  satisfactura  poenali "'; 
Cli.  13:  "  maledictorum  se  obtulit  morti,  ut  maledictionem  legis  solveret,  hostiam 
se  ipsum  voluntarie  offei-endo."  Along  with  this  Hilary  has  the  mystical  realistic 
theory  of  the  Greeks. 

2  A  few  passages  are  given  in  Förster,  Ambrosius,  pp.  136  ff.,  297  f.  The 
'•'■redimere  a  culpa''  is  for  Ambrose  the  decisive  point.  In  his  work  De  incarn. 
dom.  he  is  never  tired  of  answering  the  question  as  to  the  motive  of  the  incarna- 
tion with  the  phrase:  '•'■ut  caro^  qua;  peccaverat^  redimeretur^''  frequently  adding 
"  a  culpa.""  He  also  uses  very  often  the  word  "  offerre "  (applied  to  the  death  of 
Christ).  In  Ps.  XLVIIL,  e.\p.  17,  we  read:  "quae  maior  misericordia  quam  quod 
pro  nostris  flagitiis  se  prcebuit  immolandum,  ut  sanguine  suo  mundum  levaret,  cuius 
peccatum  nullo  alio  modo  potuisset  aboleri."  See  Deutsch,  Des  Ambrosius  Lehre 
von  der  Sünde  und  .Sündentilguiig,   1867. 

•*  There  are  many  striking  passages  in  Leo  I.  in  which  death  is  described  as 
an  expiatory  sacrifice  which  blots  out  guilt.  See,  further,  Gregory  I.,  Moral.  XVII. 
46:  "delenda  erat  culpa,  sed  nisi  per  sacrificium  deleri  non  potei-at.  .Quaerendum 
erat  sacrificium,  sed  quale  sacrificium  poterat  pro  absolvendis  hominibus  inveniri? 
Neque  etenim  iustum  fuit,  ut  pro  rational!  homine  brutorum  animalium  victims; 
csederentur . .  .  Ergo  requirendus  erat  homo  . . .  qui  pi'O  hominibus  offerri  debuisset, 
ut  pro  rationali  creatura  rationalis  hostia  mactaretur.  Sed  quid  quod  homo  sine 
peccato  inveniri  non  poterat,  et  oblata  pro  nobis  hostia  quando  nos  a  peccato 
mundare  potuisset,  si  ipsa  hostia  peccati  contagio  non  careret?  Ergo  ut  rationalis 
esset  hostia,  homo  fuerat  offerendus :  ut  vero  a  peccatis  mundaret  hominem,  homo 
et  sine  peccato.  Sed  quis  esset  sine  peccato  homo,  si  ex  peccati  commixtione  de- 
scenderet.  Proinde  venit  propter  nos  in  uterum  virginis  filius  dei,  ibi  pro  nobis 
factus  est  homo.  Sumpta  est  ab  illo  natura,  non  culpa.  Fecit  pro  nobis  sacrificium, 
corpus  suum  exhibuit  pro  peccatoribus,  victimam  sine  peccato,  quae  et  humanitate 
mori  et  iustitia  mundare  potuisset,"' 
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ine,  who  being  a  Neoplatonic  philosopher  and  profound  Christian 
thinker,  was  also  familiar  with  other  and  more  productive  points 
of  view.  ^  The  distinctive  nature,  however,  of  this  Latin  view 
of  the  work  of  Christ,  as  the  propitiation  of  an  angry  God  by 
a  sacrificial  death,  was  characteristically  expressed  in  the  firmly 
established  thought  that  Christ  performed  it  as  man,  therefore, 
by  means,  not  of  his  divine,  but  of  his  human  attributes."  The 
Latins  were  shut  up  to  this  conclusion.  Their  views  regarding 
the  work  of  Christ  had  been  influenced  by  the  works  of 
penance  enjoined  by  the  Church,  and  on  the  other  hand,  the 
latter  owed  their  value  to  the  voluntary  acceptance  of  suffering. 
Again,  "sacrifices"  in  general  were  something  human — God 
does  not  render,  but  receives  sacrifices.  Finally,  mankind  was 
in  God's  debt.  From  all  this  it  necessarily  followed  that  Christ 
in  presenting  himself  as  a  sacrifice  did  so  as  man.  But  with  this 
conclusion  the  Latins  severed  themselves  from  the  supreme  and 
final  interests  of  Greek  piety— for  this  rather  required  that  the 
deity  should  have  assumed  with  human  nature  all  the  ^^ passiones'" 
of  the  latter  and  made  them  its  own.      If  the  rigid  Greek  con- 

1  Whatever  occurs  in  Ambrose  is  to  be  found  also  in  Augustine  5  for  the  latter 
has  not,  so  far  as  I  know,  omitted  to  use  a  single  thought  of  the  former;  he  only 
adds  something  new. 

•  See  Ambrose,  De  fide  III.  5 :  "  Idem  igitur  sacerdos,  idem  et  hostia,  et  sacer- 
dotium  tarnen  et  sacrificium  humane  condicionis  officium  est.  Nam  et  agnus  ad 
immolandum  ductus  est  et  sacerdos  erat  secundum  oi-dinem  Melchisedech."  This 
thought  recalls  Cyprian,  although  Ambrose  has  hardly  takeii  it  from  him;  Cypr. 
Ep.  LXIII.  14:  ''Christus  lesus  dominus  et  deus  noster  ipse  est  summus  sacerdos  dei 
patris  et  sacrificium  patri  se  ipsum  obtulit,"  The  same  idea  is  repeated  in  contents 
and  form,  ,  but  rendered  more  profound,  by  Augustine  (Confess.  X.  68,  69,  see 
Ritschl,  1-  c.,  I.,  p.  38):  "In  quantum  enim  homo,  in  tantum  mediator;  in  quantum 
autem  verbum,  non  medius,  quia  requalis  deo  . .  .  pro  nobis  deo  victor  etvictoret  victima, 
et  ideo  victor  quia  victima;  pro  nobis  deo  sacerdos  et  sacrificium;  et  ideo  sacerdos 
quia  sacrificium;"  see  De  civit.  dei  IX.  15:  "Nee  tarnen  ab  hoc  mediator  est,  quia 
verbum,  maxime  quippe  immortale  et  maxime  beatum  verbum  ionge  est  a  mor- 
talibus  miseris;  sed  mediator  per  quod  homo."  Accordingly,  not  only  was  that  which 
Christ  presented  in  saci-ifice  human — Ambrose,  De  incarn.  VI.:  "ex  nobis  accepit 
quod  proprium  offeret  pro  nobis...  sacrificium  de  nostro  obtulit";  but  Christ  as 
priest  and  mediator  was  man.  He  had  to  represent  man,  and  that  again  only  a  man 
could  do.  Very  pregnant  is  the  sentence  of  Ambrose  (in  Luc.  exp.  IV.  7)  "utquia 
solvi  non  queunt  divina  decreta,  persona  magis  quam  sententia  mutaretur."  That 
is  the  genuine  idea  of  substitution.  Ambrose  does  not  even  shrink  from  saying 
"quia   peccata  nostra  suscepit,  peccatum  dictus  est"  (Expos,  in  Ps.  CXIX.,  X.   14). 
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ception,  which,  indeed,  in  after  times  was  full  of  gaps  and  in- 
consistencies, represented  Christ's  sufferings  as  a  whole  to  be  not 
voluntary,  but  the  complete  acceptance  of  the  Ensarkosis  (life 
in  the  flesh),  yet  God  is  always  the  subject.  '  On  the  whole, 
therefore,  the  conception  of  sacrifice  is  really  alien  in  the  view 
of  the  Greeks  to  the  strict  theory  of  Christ's  significance.  It 
found  its  way  in  through  exegesis  and  the  mysteries,  and 
threatened  the  compactness  of  the  dogmatic  conception,  according 
to  which  everything  that  Christ  did  was  summed  up  in  the 
complete  assiiniptio  carnis  (assumption  of  the  flesh).  Nor  was  the 
alien  view  able  to  shake  the  fundamental  conception  that  the 
God-Logos  was  the  subject  in  all  that  pertained  to  Christ. 
Among  the  Latins,  on  the  other  hand,  the  idea  of  the  atoning 
sacrifice  plus  substitution  is  genuine,  and  has  no  general  theory 

•  The  subtle  distinction  between  East  and  West  is  accordingly  to  be  defined  as 
follows.  Both  held  that  the  human  nature  of  Christ  suffered,  for  the  divine  was 
incapable  of  suffering;  but  the  East  taught  that  the  deity  suffered  through  the 
human  nature  which  he  had  made  his  own,  the  West  that  the  man  suffered  and 
presented  his  human  nature  as  a  sacrifice  in  death;  the  latter,  however,  obtained 
an  infinite  value,  for  the  deity  was  associated  with  it.  From  this  we  have  two 
consequences.  First,  the  idea  of  substitution  could  take  root  on  Greek  ground  only 
superficially,  and  in  an  indefinite  form;  for  the  dying  God-nvax^  really  represented 
no  one,  but  rather  received  all  really  into  the  plenitude  of  his  divinity;  it  was 
different  in  the  West.  Secondly,  the  method  of  computing  the  value  of  Christ's 
mortal  agony  could  similarly  find  no  footing  in  the  East;  for  the  deity  was  the 
subject  of  the  transaction,  and  precluded  all  questioning  and  computing.  The  striking 
utterances  of  Orientals  as  to  tlie  supreme  value  of  Christ's  work  are  really  there- 
fore only  rhetorical  (see  above).  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  means  of  atonement  under 
discussion,  and  the  substitution  are  human,  the  question,  of  course,  arises  what 
value  these  possess,  or  what  value  is  lent  them  by  the  divinity  that  is  behind  this 
sacrifice  and  this  priest.  We  must  take  the  statements  of  the  Latin  Fathers  more 
literally.  Ambrose  confesses  "Felix  ruina  quae  reparatur  in  melius"  and  "Amplius 
nobis  profuit  culpa  quam  nocuit :  in  quo  redemptio  quidem  nostra  divinum  munus 
invenit.  Facta  est  mihi  culpa  mea  merces  redemptionis,  per  quam  mihi  Christus 
advenit . .  .  Fructuosior  culpa  quam  innocentia;  innocentia  arrogantem  me  fecerat — • 
and  here  indeed  the  paradox  becomes  nonsensical — culpa  subjectum  reddidit." 
(Numerous  passages  are  given  in  Deutsch,  1.  c,  see  also  Förster,  1.  c,,  pp.  136,  297). 
Augustine  often  repeats  and  varies  this  thought,  and  other  Western  writers  repro- 
duce it  from  him.  "  Felix  culpa  quse  tantum  et  talem  meruit  habere  redemptorem." 
Lastly,  Leo  I.  preaches  (Serm.  LXI.  3) :  "  validius  donum  factum  est  libertatis,  quam 
debitum  servitutis."  Sayings  like  these,  apart  from  the  special  pleading  in  which 
Western  writers  have  always  delighted  since  TertuUian,  are  to  be  taken  much 
more  seriously  than  if  they  had  come  from  the  East.  And  in  fact  momentous 
speculations  were  certainly  instituted  by  them. 
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against  it ;  for  they  never  were  able  to  rise  perfectly  to  the 
contemplation  of  Christ's  work  as  the  assiimptio  carnis,  an  ex- 
pression of  the  loftiest  piety  among  the  Greeks.  Those  of  the 
latter  who,  like  the  Antiochenes,  either  did  not  share  or  only 
imperfectly  shared  the  realistic  idea  of  redemption,  referred,  it 
is  worth  remarking,  the  work  of  Christ,  like  the  Latins,  to  the 
human  side  of  his  personality.  ' 

Great  as  are  the  distinctions  here — the  West  did  not  possess 
in  antiquity  a  definite  dogmatic  theory  as  to  the  atoning  work 
of  Christ.  Greek  views  exerted  their  influence ;  ^  and,  besides, 
Western  Christians  were  not  yet  disposed,  with  a  very  few  ex- 
ceptions, to  trouble  themselves  with  thoughts  that  had  no  bearing 
on  practical  life. 

^  An  affinity  exists  between  the  theology  of  the  Antiochenes  and  Latins — 
esp.  pre-Augustinian;  but  it  is  greater  to  a  superficial  than  to  a  more  exact 
observer.  The  Antiochene  conception  always  had  the  Alexandrian  for  a  foil;  it 
never  emancipated  itself  sufficiently  from  the  latter  to  set  up  a  perfectly  compact 
counter-theology;  it  was  in  a  sense  Greek  piety  and  Greek  theology  wa/^;-(?(/.'/(7i<y//. 
The  I^atins  did  not  possess  this  foil.  Their  theology  must  nut  be  gauged  by  Origen 
and  Neoplatonism  as  if  they  furnished  its  starting-point. 

2  So  from  Hilary  down  to  Augustine.  The  most  important  of  the  Western  Fathers 
accepted  the  Greek  idea  of  the  purchase  from  the  devil,  although  it  flatly  contra- 
dicted their  own  doctrine  of  the  atonement;  and  this  proves  how  uncertain  they 
were.  The  grotesque  conception  of  the  role  played  by  the  devil  at  the  death  of 
Christ,  had  nevertheless  something  good  about  it.  It  reminded  men  that  every  knave 
is  a  stupid  devil,  and  that  the  devil  is  always  a  stupid  knave. 


APPENDIX    ON    MANICH.EISM. 

Three  great  religious  systems  confronted  each  other  in 
Western  Asia  and  Southern  Europe  from  the  close  of  the  third 
century :  Neoplatonism,  Catholicism  and  Manichaeism.  All  three 
may  be  characterised  as  the  final  results  of  a  history,  lasting 
for  more  than  a  thousand  years,  of  the  religious  development 
of  the  civilised  peoples  from  Persia  to  Italy.  In  all  three  the 
old  national  and  particular  character  of  religions  was  laid  aside ; 
they  were  world-religions  of  the  most  universal  tendency,  and 
making  demands  which  in  their  consequences  transformed  the 
whole  of  human  life,  public  and  private.  For  the  national  cultus 
they  substituted  a  system  which  aspired  to  be  theology,  theory  of 
the  universe  and  science  of  history,  and  at  the  same  time  em- 
braced a  definite  ethics,  and  a  ritual  of  divine  service.  Formally, 
therefore,  the  three  religions  were  alike,  and  they  were  also  similar 
in  that  each  had  appropriated  the  elements  of  different  older 
religions.  Further,  they  showed  their  similarity  in  bringing  to  the 
front  the  ideas  of  revelation,  redemption,  ascetic  virtue,  and 
immortality.  But  Neoplatonism  was  natural  religion  spiritualised, 
the  polytheism  of  Greece  transfigured  by  Oriental  influences  and 
developed  into  pantheism.  Catholicism  was  the  monotheistic 
world-religion  based  on  the  O.  T.  and  the  Gospel,  but  constructed 
by  the  aid  of  Hellenic  speculation  and  ethics.  Manichaeism  was 
the  dualistic  world-religion  resting  on  Chaldaiism,*  but  inter- 
spersed with  Christian,  Parsi,  and  perhaps  Buddhist  thoughts. 
To  Manichaeism  the  Hellenic  element  was  wanting,  to  Cathol- 
icism   the    Chaldec    and    Persian.     These    three    world-religions 

1    See  Brandt,  Die  mandäische  Religion,   1889  (further,  Wellhausen  in  the  deutsch. 
Litt.-Ztg.,  189O5  No.  41). 
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developed  in  the  course  of  two  centuries  (c,  A.D.  50 — 250), 
Catholicism  coming  first  and  Manichaeism  last.  Catholicism  and 
Manicha^ism  were  superior  to  Neoplatonism  for  the  very  reason 
that  the  latter  possessed  no  founder;  it,  therefore,  developed 
no  elemental  force,  and  never  lost  the  character  of  being  an 
artificial  creation.  Attempts  which  were  made  to  invent  a  founder 
for  it  naturally  failed.  But,  even  apart  from  the  contents  of  its 
religion,  Catholicism  was  superior  to  Manichaeism,  because  its 
founder  was  venerated  not  merely  as  the  bearer  of  revelation, 
but  as  the  Redeemer  in  person  and  the  Son  of  God.  The  fight 
waged  by  Catholicism  with  Neoplatonism  had  been  already 
decided  about  the  middle  of  the  fourth  century,  although  the 
latter  continued  to  hold  its  ground  in  the  Greek  Empire  for 
almost  two  centuries  longer.  As  against  Manichaeism  the  Catholic 
Church  was  certain  of  victory  from  the  beginning ;  for  at  the 
moment  when  Manichaeism  disputed  its  supremacy,  it  became 
the  privileged  State  Church.  But  its  opponent  did  not  suffer 
itself  to  be  annihilated;  it  lasted  till  far  into  the  Middle  Ages 
in    East    and   West,  though  in  various  modifications  and  forms. 

Authorities — (a)   Oriental. 

1.  Mohammedan. — Among  our  sources  for  the  history  of 
Manichseism  the  Oriental  are  the  most  important ;  of  these  the 
Mohammedan,  though  comparatively  late,  are  distinguished  by 
the  excellence  of  the  tradition  and  their  impartiality,  and  must 
be  given  the  first  place,  since  in  them  old  Manichaean  writings 
are  employed,  and  we  possess  no  other  originals  of  this  sort 
belonging  to  the  third  century,  except  a  few  short  and  rather 
unimportant  fragments.  At  the  head  stands  Abulfaragius,  Fihrist 
(c.  980),  see  the  edition  by  Flügel  and  the  work  of  the  latter : 
"Mani,  seine  Lehre  und  seine  Schriften,"  1862;  further,  Shah- 
rastani,  Kitab  al-milal  wan-nuhal  (12th  century),  see  edition  by 
Cureton  and  German  translation  by  Haarbrücker,  1851;  some 
notes  and  extracts  in  Tabari  (loth  century),  al-Biruni  (iith 
century),  Ibn  al-Murtada  (see  Kessler,  Mani,  I.,  p.  346  ff.),  and 
other  Arabian  and  Persian  historians. 

2.  Christian. — Of    Eastern    Christians    we    learn    most    from 
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Ephraem  Syrus  (-{-373)  in  various  writings,  and  in  a  tractate  on 
the  subject  edited  by  Overbeck ;  from  Esnik,  the  Armenian  (see 
Zeitschr.  f.  d.  hist.  Theol.,  1840,  II.;  Langlois,  Collection,  etc., 
II.,  p.  395  sq.),  who  wrote  in  the  fifth  century  against  Marcion 
and  Mani ;  and  from  the  Alexandrian  Patriarch  Eutychius  (-{-916) 
who  composed  a  chronicle  (ed.  by  Pococke,  1628).  Besides  this, 
separate  pieces  of  information  occur  in  Aphraates  (4th  century), 
Barhebraeus  (Arab,  and  Syr.    13th  century)  and  others. 

(b)  Greek  and  Latin. 

The  earliest  mention  of  the  Manichaeans  in  the  Roman  or 
Greek  empire  occurs  in  an  edict  of  Diocletian  (see  Hänel,  Cod. 
Gregor,  tit.  XV.),  which  is  held  by  some  not  to  be  genuine, 
and  by  others  is  dated  A.D.  287,  290,  296,  or  308  (so  Mason, 
The  Persec.  of  Dioclet.,  p,  275  sq.).  Eusebius  gives  a  brief 
account  (H.  E.  VII.  31).  The  main  authority,  however,  for 
Greek  and  Roman  writers  was  the  Acta  Archelai,  which  though 
not  what  they  pretended  to  be,  namely,  an  account  of  a  dis- 
putation between  Mani  and  Bishop  Archelaus  of  Cascar  in 
Mesopotamia,  yet  contain  much  that  is  reliable,  esp.  as  to  the 
doctrine  of  Mani,  and  also  embrace  Manichsean  fragments. 
The  Acts,  which  for  the  rest  consist  of  various  documents, 
originated  at  the  beginning  of  the  fourth  century  (in  Edessa?). 
Jerome  maintains  (De  vir.  inl.  72)  that  they  were  originally 
composed  in  Syria  (so  also  Kessler) ;  but  Nöldeke  (Ztschr.  d. 
deutsch,  morgenl.  Gesellsch.  vol.  43,  p.  537  fif.)  and  Rahlfs  have 
disproved  Kessler's  arguments  (Gott.  Gel.  Anz.,  1889,  No.  23). 
They  have  made  it  very  probable  that  the  Acts,  while  they  may 
have  been  based  on  Syrian  sources,  were  originally  written  in 
Greek.  They  were  soon  afterwards  translated  into  Latin.  We 
only  possess  this  version  (Edited  by  Zacagni,  1698;  Routh, 
Reliq.  S.  Vol.  V.,  1848);  of  the  Greek  version  small  fragments 
have  been  preserved  (see  on  the  Acta  Archelai  the  discussions 
by  Zittwitz  in  the  Zeitschr.  f.  die  histor.  Theol.,  1873,  and  the 
Dissertation  by  Oblasinski,  Acta  disp.  Arch,  et  Manetis,  1874. 
In  the  form  in  which  we  now  have  them,  they  are  a  compilation 
largely  edited  on  the  pattern  of  the  Clementine  Homilies).  The 
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Acta  were  made  use  of  by  Cyril  of  Jerusalem  (Catech.  VI.), 
Epiphanius  (Ha^r.  66)  and  very  many  others.  All  Greek  and 
Latin  students  of  heresy  have  put  the  Manicha^ans  in  their 
catalogues ;  but  they  only  rarely  give  any  original  information 
about  them  (see  Theodoret  Hasr.   fab.  I.  26). 

Important  matter  occurs  in  the  decrees  of  Councils  from  the 
fourth  century  (see  Mansi,  Acta  Concil.,  and  Hefele,  Concilien- 
geschichte,  Vols.  I. — III.),  and  in  the  controversial  writings  of 
Titus  of  Bostra  (4th  century,  in  Syriac  after  a  MS.  of  A.D.  41 1) 
Trpog  M^iz/^jis/cy^  (edit,  by  de  Lagarde,  1859),  and  Alexander  of 
Lycopolis,  Aoyo:  yrpog  rxc  "Mx'Jixxiov  ^ot;xg  (edit,  by  Combefis.). 
Of  Byzantines,  John  of  Damascus  (De  haeres  and  Dial.)  and 
Photius  (cod.  179  Biblioth.)  deserve  special  mention;  see  also 
the  Manichaean  form  of  oath  in  Tollii  insignia  itiner.  ital.  p. 
126  sq.,  and  in  Cotelier,  P.  P.  App.  0pp.  I.  p.  543;  further, 
Rahlfs,  I.e.  The  controversy  with  the  Paulicians  and  Bogomilians, 
who  were  frequently  identified  with  the  Manichaeans,  renewed 
the  interest  in  the  latter.  In  the  West  the  works  of  Augustine 
are  the  great  repository  for  our  knowledge  of  the  Manichseans  : — 
"Contra  epistolam  Manichaei,  quam  vocant  fundamenti",  ''Contra 
Faustum  Manichaium",  "Contra  Fortunatum",  "Contra  Adim- 
antum  ",  "  Contra  Secundinum  ",  "  De  actis  cum  Felice  Manichaeo", 
"  De  genesi  c.  Manichaeos  ",  "  De  natura  boni  ",  "  De  duabus  anim- 
abus",  "De  utilitate  credendi  ",  "De  moribus  eccl.  Cathol.  et 
de  moribus  Manichaeorum ",  "De  vera  religione",  "De  haeres." 
But  the  more  complete  the  view  of  Manichaeism  to  be  obtained 
from  these  writings,  the  more  cautious  we  must  be  in  our 
generalisations ;  for  the  Manichaeism  of  the  West  undoubtedly 
received  Christian  elements  which  were  wanting  in  its  original 
and  oriental  form. 

Manis  Life. 

Mani  (Miv;^c;  Manes,  '^Ix^ji^ySloc,  Manichaeus — the  name  has 
not  yet  been  explained ;  it  is  not  even  known  whether  it  is  of 
Persian  or  Semitic  origin)  is  said,  as  the  Acta  Archelai  inform 
us,  to  have  been  originally  called  "  Cubricus ".  Nothing  re- 
liable   was    ever    known    as    to    his    life    in  the  Romano-Greek 
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empire ;  for  the  account  in  the  Acta  Archelai  is  wholly  biassed 
and  untrustworthy.  Even  if  criticism  succeeded  in  pointing  out 
the  sources  from  which  it  was  derived,  in  discovering  the  ten- 
dencies that  were  at  work,  and  in  thus  sifting  out  portions  that 
were  tenable,  yet  it  could  only  do  so  by  depending  on  the 
comparatively  trustworthy  Oriental  Mohammedan  tradition.  We 
must  therefore  examine  the  latter  alone.  According  to  it,  Mani 
was  a  Persian  of  distinguished  birth  belonging  to  Mardin.  The 
date  of  his  birth  is  uncertain ;  Kessler  holds  the  statement  in 
Biruni  to  be  reliable,  that  he  was  born  in  anno  527  of  the  era 
of  the  Babylonian  astronomers,  i.e.,  A.D.  215 — 216.  He  re- 
ceived a  careful  education  from  his  father  Fätäk  (riArfx/oc)  at 
Ctesiphon.  Since  the  father  afterwards  adhered  to  the  confession 
of  the  '' Moghtasilah ",  the  Baptists,  in  southern  Babylonia,  the 
son  was  also  brought  up  in  their  religious  doctrines  and  prac- 
tices. The  Baptists  (see  the  Fihrist)  were  probably  not  uncon- 
nected with  the  Elkesaites  and  Hemerobaptists,  and  were  in 
any  case  allied  to  the  Mandaeans.  It  is  not  improbable  that 
this  Babylonian  sect  had  adopted  Christian  elements.  The  boy 
accordingly  became  early  acquainted  with  very  different  forms 
of  religion.  If  even  a  small  proportion  of  the  narratives  about 
his  father  rest  on  truth — the  greater  number  being  certainly 
only  Manichaean  legends — he  had  already  introduced  his  son 
into  the  religious  medley,  out  of  which  the  Manichaean  system 
arose.  Manichaean  tradition  tells  us  that  Mani  received  revel- 
ations, and  took  up  a  critical  attitude  towards  religious  instruc- 
tion, even  when  a  boy.  But  it  is  all  the  less  trustworthy,  as  it 
also  relates  that  he  was  forbidden  to  ventilate  publicly  his  new 
religious  knowledge.  It  was  only  when  he  was  from  25  to  30 
years  of  age  that  he  began  to  preach  his  new  religion  at  the 
court  of  the  Persian  king,  Sapores  I.— on  the  day,  it  is  stated, 
of  the  king's  coronation,  A.D.  241 — 242.  A  Persian  tradition 
says  that  he  was  previously  a  Christian  presbyter,  but  this,  in 
any  case,  is  wrong.  Mani  did  not  remain  long  in  Persia,  but 
undertook  long  journeys  for  the  purpose  of  spreading  his  religion, 
and  he  also  sent  out  disciples.  According  to  the  Acta  Archelai, 
his  missionary  activity  extended  into  the  West,  into  the  terri- 
tory   of   the    Christian    Church;    but  it  is  certain  from  Oriental 
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sources  that  his  work  was  rather  carried  on  in  Transoxania, 
Western  China,  and  southwards  into  India.  His  labours  met 
with  success  there  as  well  as  in  Persia,  Like  Mohammed  after 
him,  and  the  founder  of  the  Elkesaites  before  him,  he  pro- 
claimed himself  the  last  and  greatest  of  the  prophets,  whose 
revelation  of  God  surpassed  all  that  had  been  given  till  then, 
the  latter  being  allowed  only  a  relative  value.  He  instituted 
the  absolute  religion.  In  the  last  years  of  the  reign  of  Sapores  I. 
(c.  A.D.  270)  Mani  returned  to  the  Persian  capital,  and  gained 
adherents  even  at  the  court.  Naturally,  however,  the  ruling  priestly 
caste  of  the  Magi,  on  whom  the  king  was  compelled  to  lean, 
were  hostile  to  him,  and  after  a  few  successes  Mani  was  taken 
prisoner  and  driven  into  exile.  The  successor  of  Sapores, 
Hormuz  (272 — 273),  seems  to  have  been  favourable  to  him, 
but  Bahräm  I.  abandoned  him  to  the  fanaticism  of  the  Magi, 
and  had  him  crucified  at  the  capital,  A.D.  276 — 277.  His  dead 
body  was  skinned ;  and  his  adherents  were  dreadfully  perse- 
cuted by  Bahräm. 

Maui's    Writings. 

Mani  himself  composed  very  many  writings  and  epistles,  of 
which  a  large  proportion  were  still  known  to  the  Mohammedan 
historians,  but  which  are  now  all  lost.  The  later  heads  of  the 
Manichsan  Churches  also  wrote  religious  tractates,  so  that  the 
ancient  Manichsean  literature  must  have  been  very  extensive. 
According  to  the  Fihrist,  Mani  made  use  of  the  Persian  and 
Syriac  languages ;  he  invented,  however,  like  the  Oriental  Mar- 
cionites  before  him,  an  alphabet  of  his  own  which  the  Fihrist 
has  transmitted  to  us.  In  this  alphabet  the  sacred  works  of 
the  Manichaeans  were  afterwards  written.  The  Fihrist  enumer- 
ates seven  principal  works  by  Mani,  six  in  Syriac  and  one  in 
Persian ;  as  to  some  of  them  we  possess  statements  also  in  Titus 
of  Bostra,  Epiphanius,  Augustine,  and  Photius,  as  well  as  in 
the  oath-formula  and  the  Acta  Archelai.  We  have  (i)  The 
Book  of  mysteries :  see  Acta  Archelai ;  it  contained  discussions 
with  the  Christian  sects  which  were  spreading  in  the  East, 
especially    the    Marcionites    and    Bardesanians,    as  well  as  with 
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their  conception  of  the  Old  and  New  Testaments.  (2)  The 
Book  of  Giants  (demons?  probably  in  connection  with  Gen.  VI.). 
(3)  The  Book  of  Regulations  for  the  hearers, — apparently  iden- 
tical with  the  "  epistula  fundament!"  of  Augustine  and  the 
''Book  of  the  Chapters"  of  Epiphanius  and  the  Acta  Archelai. 
It  was  the  most  extensively  circulated  and  popular  of  Mani- 
chaean  works,  and  was  also  translated  into  Greek  and  Latin — 
being  a  brief  summary  of  the  whole  fundamentally  authoritative 
doctrine.  (4)  The  Book  Schahpurakan.  Flügel  was  unable  to 
explain  this  title;  according  to  Kessler,  it  means  "Epistle  to 
King  Sapores".  This  tractate  contained  eschatological  teaching. 
(5)  The  Book  of  quickening.  It  is  identified  by  Kessler  with 
the  "Thesaurus  (vit?e) "  of  the  Acta  Archelai,  Epiphanius,  Pho- 
tius,  and  Augustine ;  in  that  case  it  was  also  in  use  among  the 
Latin  Manicha^ans.  (6)  The  Book  Trpxyi^XTsix — contents  un- 
known. (7)  — In  the  Persian  language;  a  book  whose  title  is  not 
stated  in  the  Fihrist,  as  we  have  it,  but  which  is  probably 
identical  w^ith  the  "Holy  Gospel"  of  the  Manichaeans ;  see  the 
Acta  Archelai  and  many  witnesses.  This  was  the  work  set  up 
by  the  Manichaeans  in  opposition  to  the  Gospels  of  the  Church. 
Besides  these  main  works,  Mani  wrote  a  great  number  of  shorter 
tractates  and  letters.  The  epistolography  was  then  established 
by  his  successors.  These  Manich?ean  treatises  were  also  familiar 
in  the  Graeco-Roman  empire  and  existed  in  collections — see  the 
ßiß?.ioy  s7n7ro?.:cy  in  the  oath-formula ;  and  an  "  epistula  ad  vir- 
ginem  Menoch  "  in  Augustine.  Fabricius  has  collected  the  Greek 
fragments  of  Manichcxan  epistles  in  the  Bibliotheca  Graeca  VII.  2, 
p.  311  sq.  There  also  existed  a  Manichaean  Book  of  "  memoirs " 
and  one  of  "prayers"  in  the  Greek  language,  as  well  as  many 
others  [e.g.,  the  "Canticum  Amatorium"  cited  by  Augustine), 
all  of  which,  however,  were  destroyed  by  Christian  Bishops  in 
alliance  with  the  magistracy,  A  Manichaean  Epistle  to  one 
Marcellus  has  been  preserved  to  us  in  the  Acta  Archelai.  Zitt- 
witz  supposes  that  this  letter  was  much  fuller  in  its  original 
form,  and  that  the  author  of  the  Acts  has  borrowed  from  it 
the  material  for  the  speeches  which  he  makes  Mani  deliver  in 
the  discussion.  The  same  scholar  refers  the  account  of  Turbo 
in  the  Acts  and  their  historical  statements  (in  section  4)  to  the 
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writing  of  a  Turbo  of  Mesopotamia,  a  Manichaean  renegade  and 
Christian.  But  on  this  point  it  is  at  least  possible  to  hold  a 
different  opinion. 

Mams  Doctrine.     The  Manichcean  System. 

Clearly  as  the  main  features  of  the  Manichaean  doctrine  can 
be  presented  even  at  the  present  day,  and  certain  as  it  is  that 
Mani  himself  published  a  complete  system,  yet  many  details 
are  uncertain,  being  differently  described  in  different  places, 
and  it  often  remains  doubtful  what  the  original  doctrinal  view 
of  the  founder  was. 

The  Manichaean  system  of  religion  was  a  consistent  and 
uncompromising  dualism,  in  the  form  of  a  fanciful  view  of 
nature.  No  distinction  was  drawn  between  the  physical  and 
ethical :  in  this  respect  the  character  of  the  system  was  thoroughly 
materialistic ;  for  Mani's  identification  of  the  good  with  light, 
and  the  bad  with  darkness,  was  not  merely  figurative.  The 
light  was  really  the  only  good,  and  darkness  the  only  bad. 
Hence  it  followed,  that  religious  knowledge  could  be  nothing 
but  the  knowledge  of  nature  and  its  elements,  and  that 
redemption  consisted  exclusively  in  a  physical  deliverance  of 
the  fractions  of  light  from  darkness.  But  under  such  circum- 
stances, ethics  became  a  doctrine  of  abstinence  from  all  elements 
arising  from  the  realm  of  darkness. 

The  self-contradictory  character  of  the  present  world  formed 
for  Mani  the  starting-point  of  his  speculation.  But  the  incon- 
sistency appeared  to  him  to  be  primarily  elemental,  and  only 
secondarily  ethical,  in  so  far  as  he  regarded  the  material  side 
of  man  as  an  emanation  from  the  bad  parts  of  nature.  From 
the  self  contradictory  character  of  the  world  he  inferred  two 
beings,  originally  wholly  separate  from  each  other, — light  and 
darkness.  Both  were,  however,  to  be  thought  of  after  the 
analogy  of  a  kingdom.  The  light  appeared  as  the  good 
Primeval  Spirit— God,  shining  in  the  ten  (twelve)  virtues  of 
love,  faith,  fidelity,  magnanimity,  wisdom,  gentleness,  know- 
ledge, intelligence,  mystery,  and  insight.  It  also  manifested 
itself  in  the  heaven  and  earth  of  light  with  their  guardians,  the 
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glorious  yEons.  The  darkness,  similarly,  was  a  spiritual  re<>lm : 
more  correctly,  it  was  represented  in  a  spiritual,  or  femin'ne, 
personification;  but  it  had  no  ''God"  at  its  head.  It  embraced 
an  "earth  of  darkness".  As  the  earth  of  light  had  five  dis- 
tinguishing features— the  gentle  breeze,  cooling  wind,  bright 
light,  cheering  fire,  and  clear  water — so  also  the  earth  of 
darkness  had  five — fog,  fiery  heat,  burning  wind,  darkness,  and 
damp.  Satan  with  his  demons  was  born  from  the  realm  of 
darkness.  From  eternity  the  two  realms  stood  opposed.  They 
came  into  contact  on  one  side,  but  they  did  not  mingle.  Then 
Satan  began  to  storm,  and  made  an  attack  on  the  realm,  the 
earth,  of  light.  The  God  of  light,  with  his  Syzygos  (mate)  "the 
spirit  of  his  right  hand",  now  generated  the  Primeval  man,  and 
sent  him,  equipped  with  the  five  pure  elements,  to  fight  against 
Satan.  But  Satan  proved  himself  the  stronger.  Primeval  man 
was  defeated  for  a  moment.  Now  indeed  the  God  of  light 
himself  marched  forth,  utterly  defeated  Satan  by  the  help  of 
new  vEons — the  spirit  of  life,  etc. — -and  delivered  the  Primeval 
man.  But  a  part  of  the  light  of  the  latter  had  already  been 
robbed  by  darkness,  the  five  dark  elements  had  already  min- 
gled with  the  generations  of  light.  The  Primeval  man  could 
only  descend  into  the  abyss  and  hinder  the  increase  of  the 
dark  "generations"  by  cutting  oft"  their  roots;  but  the  elements 
once  mixed  he  could  never  again  separate.  The  mixed  elements 
were  the  elements  of  the  present  visible  world.  This  was 
fashioned  out  of  them  at  the  command  of  the  God  of  light; 
the  formation  of  the  world  was  itself  the  first  step  in  the 
redemption  of  the  imprisoned  portions  of  light.  The  world 
itself  was  represented  as  an  ordered  chain  of  different  heavens 
and  different  earths,  which  was  borne  and  supported  by  the 
yEons,  the  angels  of  light.  In  sun  and  moon,  which  from  their 
nature  were  almost  wholly  pure,  it  possessed  great  reservoirs, 
in  which  the  rescued  portions  of  light  were  stored.  In  the  sun 
Primeval  man  himself  dwelt  along  with  the  holy  spirits,  who 
pursued  the  work  of  redemption;  in  the  moon  the  Mother  of 
life  was  throned.  The  twelve  signs  of  the  zodiac  constituted 
an  artificial  machine,  a  great  wheel  with  buckets  which  poured 
the    portions    of   light  delivered  from  the  world  into  the  moon 
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and  sun,  the  illuminating  vessels  swimming  in  space.  There 
they  were  purified  anew,  and  finally  reached  God  himself  in 
the  realm  of  pure  light.  The  later  Manicha^ans  of  the  West 
designated  the  portions  of  light  scattered  in  the  world — in 
elements  and  organisms — and  waiting  for  redemption,  "Jesus 
patibilis." 

Now  it  is  characteristic  of  the  materialistic  and  unhuman 
character  of  the  system,  that  while  the  construction  of  the  world 
is  regarded  as  the  work  of  the  good  spirits,  the  creation  of  man 
is  referred  to  the  princes  of  darkness.  The  first  man,  Adam, 
was  begotten  by  Satan  in  conjunction  with  •' sin,"  "  greed  "  and 
"lust."  But  the  spirit  of  darkness  conjured  into  him  all  the 
portions  of  light  which  he  had  robbed,  in  order  to  make  more 
certain  of  his  power  to  rule  over  them.  Adam  was  accordingly 
a  divided  being,  created  in  the  image  of  Satan,  but  bearing  the 
stronger  spark  of  light  within  him.  Eve  was  associated  with  him 
by  Satan.  She  was  seductive  sensuousness,  although  even  she 
had  a  tiny  spark  of  light  in  her.  If  the  first  human  beings  thus 
stood  under  the  rule  of  Satan,  yet  from  the  very  first  the  glorious 
spirits  took  an  interest  in  them.  These  sent  yEons — e.g.,  Jesus — 
down  to  them,  who  instructed  them  as  to  their  nature,  and 
warned  Adam  especially  against  the  senses.  But  the  first  man 
fell  a  victim  to  sexual  lust.  Cain  and  Abel,  indeed,  were  not 
sons  of  Adam,  but  of  Satan  and  Eve  ;  but  Seth  was  the  light- 
possessed  offspring  of  Adam  and  Eve.  Thus  arose  mankind, 
among  whose  individual  members  light  was  very  variously  dis- 
tributed. It  was  always  stronger,  however,  in  men  than  women. 
Now  the  demons  sought  in  the  course  of  history  to  bind  men 
to  themselves  through  sensuality,  error,  and  false  religions,  which 
included  above  all  the  religion  of  Moses  and  the  prophets,  while 
the  spirits  of  light  continued  their  process  of  distillation,  in  order 
to  obtain  the  pure  Hght  in  the  world.  But  they  could  only 
deliver  men  by  giving  the  true  Gnosis  as  to  nature  and  its 
powers,  and  by  recalling  them  from  the  service  of  darkness  and 
sensuousness.  For  this  purpose  prophets,  preachers  of  the  true 
knowledge,  were  sent  into  the  world.  Mani  himself  appears,  in 
accordance  with  the  example  set  by  Gnostic  Jewish  Christians, 
to  have  held  Adam,  Noah,  and  Abraham,  and  perhaps  Zoroaster 
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and  Buddha  to  have  been  such  prophets.  Probably  Jesus  was 
also  considered  by  him  to  have  been  a  prophet  come  down 
from  the  world  of  light;  not,  however,  the  historical  Jesus,  but 
a  contemporary,  seemingly  human,  Jesus  who  neither  suffered 
nor  died  (Jesus  impatibilis).  Some  Manicha^ans  taught  that  Primeval 
man  himself,  as  Christ,  spread  the  true  Gnosis.  But  in  any  case 
Mani  was  held,  as  he  claimed,  to  be  the  last  and  greatest  pro- 
phet, having  taken  up  the  work  of  "Jesus  impatibilis,"  and  of  Paul, 
who  is  also  recognised,  and  having  been  the  first  to  bring 
complete  knowledge.  He  was  the  "guide,"  the  "ambassador  of 
the  light,"  the  "Paraclete."  Only  by  his  labours  and  those  of 
his  "imitators,  the  Elect,"  was  the  separation  of  light  from 
darkness  accomplished.  The  process  by  which  the  unfettered 
parts  of  light  finally  ascend  to  the  God  of  light  himself  are 
very  fancifully  elaborated.  He  who  has  not  succeeded  in  becoming 
elect  in  his  life-time,  has  not  completely  redeemed  himself,  has 
to  pass  through  severe  purifications  in  the  future  state,  until  he 
also  is  gathered  to  the  blessedness  of  the  light.  A  doctrine  of 
transmigration  of  souls  has,  however,  been  erroneously  imputed 
to  the  Manicha-'ans.  Bodies  fall  naturally,  like  the  souls  of  un- 
redeemed men,  to  the  powers  of  darkness.  But  those  souls, 
according  at  least  to  the  oldest  conception,  contain  no  light  at 
all;  a  later  view,  adapted  to  the  Christian,  taught  that  the  parts 
of  light  existing  in  them  were  really  lost.  Finally,  when  the 
elements  of  light  are  delivered — completely,  or  as  far  as  possible — 
the  end  of  the  world  takes  place.  All  glorious  spirits  assemble, 
the  God  of  light  himself  appears,  accompanied  by  the  yEons 
and  the  perfectly  righteous.  The  angels  who  uphold  the  world 
withdraw  from  their  burden,  and  everything  collapses.  An 
enormous  conflagration  destroys  the  world :  once  more  the  two 
powers  are  completely  severed:  high  above  is  the  realm  of  light 
restored  to  its  perfect  state,  low  down  is  the  darkness  (now 
powerless?). 

Ethics,  Social  Constitittioi  and  Cultits  of  the  Manichceans. 

The  only  possible  ethics  based  on  this  doctrine  of  the  world 
were    dualistic    and  ascetic.     But   as  it  was  not  only  considered 
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necessary  to  escape  from  darkness,  but  also  to  cherish,  strengthen, 
and  purify  the  parts  of  light,  the  ethics  were  not  merely  negative. 
They  aimed  not  at  suicide,  but  at  preservation.  Yet  in  practice 
they  assumed  a  thoroughly  ascetic  form.  The  Manichaean  had  to 
abstain  above  all  from  sensuous  enjoyment.  He  was  to  deny 
himself  to  it  bv  means  of  three  seals :  the  sisrnaculum  oris, 
Diajius,  and  sums  (the  seal  of  the  mouth,  hand,  and  breast). 
The  sigjiaciiluni  oris  forbade  any  use  of  unclean  food,  as  well 
as  impure  talk;  unclean  were  all  animal  flesh,  wine  etc.;  vege- 
table food  was  permitted,  because  plants  contained  more  light; 
but  the  destruction  of  plants,  even  the  plucking  of  fruits  or 
breaking  of  twigs,  was  not  allowed.  The  sign,  nianiis  prevented 
any  occupation  with  things,  in  so  far  as  they  contained  elements 
of  darkness.  Finally,  the  sign,  sinus  forbade  especially  any 
satisfaction  of  sexual  desire,  and  therefore  prohibited  marriage. 
Besides,  life  was  regulated  by  an  extremely  rigorous  list  of 
fasts.  Fast-days  were  selected  in  obedience  to  certain  astronom- 
ical conjunctures.  Moreover,  men  fasted,  i.e..  held  holiday,  regu- 
larly on  Sunday,  and  generally  also  on  Monday.  The  number 
of  fast-days  amounted  almost  to  a  quarter  of  the  year.  Times 
of  prayer  were  appointed  just  as  exactly.  Four  times  a  day 
had  the  Manichaean  to  utter  prayers ;  and  these  were  preceded 
by  ablutions.  He  who  prayed  turned  to  the  sun  or  moon,  or 
to  the  North  as  the  seat  of  light.  Yet  the  inference  that  the 
Manichaeans  worshipped  the  sun  and  moon  themselves  is  wrong. 
The  Fihrist  has  preserved  some  Manichaean  forms  of  prayer. 
They  were  directed  to  the  God  of  light,  the  whole  realm  of 
light,  the  glorious  angels  and  Mani  himself,  who  is  addressed 
in  them  as  "  the  great  tree  in  whom  is  all  healing."  According 
to  Kessler,  these  prayers  are  closely  allied  to  the  Mandaean 
and  ancient  Babylonian  h)'mns. 

An  asceticism  so  minute  and  strict  as  that  demanded  by 
Manichasism,  '  could  only  be  practised  thoroughly  by  a  few. 
The  religion  would,  therefore,  have  been  compelled  to  forego 
an  extensive  propaganda,  had  it  not  conceded  a  morality  of 
two    kinds.     A    distinction    was    accordingly    drawn   within   the 

'  It  also  professed  imitation  of  the  apostolic  life  J  see  Raumer's  note  on  Confess. 
Aug.  VI.  7  (12). 
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community  between  the  "  Electi "  (perfecti),  the  perfect  Mani- 
chsans,  and  the  Catechumen!  (auditores),  the  secular  Mani- 
chaeans.  Only  the  former  submitted  to  all  the  demands  imposed 
by  the  religion;  for  the  latter  the  regulations  were  relaxed. 
They  required  to  avoid  idolatry,  witchcraft,  greed,  lying, 
fornication,  etc. ;  above  all,  they  must  kill  no  living  creature — 
keeping  Mani's  ten  commandments.  They  were  to  renounce 
the  world  as  far  as  possible ;  but  they  lived  in  fact  very  much 
like  their  fellow-citizens  of  other  faiths.  We  have  here, 
accordingly,  substantially  the  same  state  of  matters  as  in  the 
Catholic  Church,  where  a  twofold  morality  also  prevailed,  viz., 
that  of  the  religious  orders  and  of  the  secular  Christians.  The 
only  difference  was  that  the  position  of  the  Electi  was  still 
more  distinguished  than  that  of  the  monks.  For  the  Christian 
monks  never  wholly  forgot  that  redemption  was  a  gift  of  God 
through  Christ,  while  the  Manicha^an  Electi  were  really  them- 
selves redeemers ;  therefore  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Auditores  to 
pay  the  deepest  veneration  and  render  the  greatest  services  to 
the  Electi.  These  perfect  beings,  as  they  languished  away  in 
their  asceticism,  were  admired  and  cherished  most  devotedly. 
Analogous  is  the  reverence  paid  by  Catholics  to  the  saints, 
and  by  Neoplatonists  to  the  "philosophers,"  but  the  prestige 
of  the  Manicha^an  Electi  surpassed  that  of  both.  Foods  were 
brought  to  them  in  abundance ;  by  using  them  the  Electi 
delivered  the  parts  of  light  from  the  plants.  They  prayed  for 
the  Auditores,  they  blessed  and  interceded  for  them,  thereby 
abbreviating  the  purgatory  through  which  the  latter  had  to 
pass  after  death.  And  the  Electi  alone  possessed  complete 
knowledge  of  religious  truths  —  it  was  otherwise  in  Catholicism. 
The  distinction  between  Electi  and  Auditores  did  not,  how- 
ever, constitute  the  whole  idea  of  the  Manicha^an  Church ;  it 
possessed  a  hierarchy  also.  This  fell  into  three  grades,  so  that 
altogether  there  were  five  in  the  religious  constitution.  In  its 
fivefold  division  the  social  order  was  conceived  to  be  a  copy 
of  the  numbers  of  the  realm  of  light.  At  the  head  stood  the 
Teachers  ("the  sons  of  gentleness  "  =  Mani  and  his  successors) ; 
these  were  followed  by  the  Administrators  ('■  sons  of  knowledge  " 
=  the  Bishops);  then  the  Elders  ("  sons  of  understanding"  =  the 
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presbyters);  the  Electi  ("sons  of  mystery");  and  finally  the 
Auditores  ("sons  of  insight").  The  number  of  Electi  was  at  all 
times  small.  According  to  Augustine,  there  were  twelve  Teachers 
and  seventy-two  Bishops.  One  of  the  Teachers  appears  to  have 
stood  as  president  at  the  head  of  the  whole  Manicha^an  Church. 
At  least  Augustine  speaks  of  such  an  one,  and  the  Fihrist  also 
knows  of  a  supreme  head  over  all  Manichaeans.  The  constitution 
accordingly  had  here  also  a  monarchical  head. 

The  cultus  of  the  Manichaeans  must  have  been  very  simple, 
and  have  consisted  essentially  of  prayers,  hymns,  and  ceremonies 
of  adoration.  This  simple  divine  service  promoted  the  secret  spread 
of  the  doctrine.  Besides,  the  Manichaeans  seem,  at  least  in  the 
West,  to  have  adhered  to  the  Church's  order  of  festivals.  The 
Electi  celebrated  special  festivals ;  but  the  chief  one  common  to 
all  was  the  "Bema"  {Vy/i  y.:/.),  the  festival  of  the  "doctoral  chair," 
in  memory  of  the  death  of  Mani,  in  the  month  of  March.  Be- 
lievers prostrated  themselves  before  a  decorated,  but  vacant 
chair,  erected  on  a  pedestal  with  five  steps.  Long  fasts  accom- 
panied the  festival.  Christian  and  Mohammedan  writers  were  able 
to  learn  little  concerning  the  mysteries  and  "sacraments  "  of  the 
Manichaeans;  the  Christians  therefore  raised  the  charge  that 
obscene  rites  and  repulsive  practices  were  observed.  But  it  may 
be  held  certain  that  the  later  Manichaean  mysteries  were  solem- 
nised after  the  style  of  Christian  Baptism  and  the  Lord's  Supper. 
They  may  have  been  based  on  old  rites  and  ceremonies  instituted 
by  Mani  himself,  and  descended  from   natural  religion. 

T/ie  Historical  Position  of  ManicJiceism. 

In  the  present  state  of  the  inquiry  it  is  made  out,  and  the 
account  given  above  will  also  have  shown,  that  Manichaeism  did 
not  rise  on  the  soil  of  Christianity.  We  would  even  be  better 
justified  if  we  were  to  call  Mohammedanism  a  Christian  sect ; 
for  Mohammed  approaches  the  Jewish  and  Christian  religions 
incomparably  more  closely  than  Mani.  Kessler  has  the  credit  of 
having  shown  that  the  ancient  Babylonian  religion,  the  original 
source  of  all  the  Gnosis  of  Western  Asia,  was  the  foundation 
of  the  Manichaean  system.     The  opinion  formerly  held  is  accord- 
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ingly  wrong,  viz.,  that  Manichseism  was  a  reformation  on  the 
ground  of  Parsiism,  a  modification  of  Zoroastrianism  under  the 
influence  of  Christianity.  It  was  rather  a  reHgious  creation  be- 
longing to  the  circle  of  Semitic  religions:  it  was  the  Semitic 
nature-rehgion  hfted  out  of  national  limitations,  modified  by 
Christian  and  Persian  elements,  raised  to  the  level  of  Gnosis, 
and  transforming  human  life  by  strict  rules.  But  when  we  have 
perceived  this,  we  have  only  obtained  a  very  general  explana- 
tion of  the  origin  of  Manichaeism.  The  question  rises,  through 
what  means  and  to  what  extent  Mani  adopted  Persian  and 
Christian  elements,  and  further,  in  which  form  the  nature-religion 
of  ancient  Babylonia  was  made  use  of  by  him. 

Now  as  regards  the  latter  point,  it  is  well  known  that  the 
Semitic  nature-religions  had  been  taken  up,  centuries  before 
Mani,  by  isolated  enthusiastic  or  speculative  heads,  had  been 
philosophically  deepened  and  remodelled  into  "systems",  in 
support  of  which  missions  were  conducted  by  means  of  mysteri- 
ous cults.  Mani's  enterprise  was  accordingly  nothing  new,  but 
was  rather  the  last  in  a  long  series  of  similar  attempts.  Even 
the  earlier  ones,  from  Simon  Magus  the  Samaritan  down,  had 
adopted  Christian  elements  to  a  greater  or  less  extent,  and  the 
Christian  Gnostic  scholastic  sects  of  Syria  and  Western  Asia 
all  pointed  back  to  ancient  Semitic  nature-religions,  which  were 
transformed  by  them  into  a  philosophy  of  the  world  and  of  life. 
But  in  particular  the  doctrines  of  the  Babylonian  sect  of  Mogh- 
tasilah,  which  were  indeed  influenced  also  by  Christianity,  seem 
to  have  afforded  Mani  material  for  his  religio-philosophical  specu- 
lation. The  religion  of  this  sect  was  not,  however,  purely  Semi- 
tic (see  the  treatise  by  Kessler  on  the  Mand^eans  in  the  Real- 
Encyklopjedia  für  prot.  Theol.  u.  Kirche,  2  Ed.,  Vol,  IX., 
p.  205  fif. ;  the  Mandfeans  were  allied  to  the  Moghtasilah,  Brandt, 
I.  c).  From  this  source  sprang  the  rigid  dualism  on  which  Mani's 
system  was  based ;  for  the  ancient  Persian  religion  was  not  in 
principle  dualistic,  but  in  its  ultimate  foundation  Monistic,  since 
Ahriman  was  created  by  Ormuzd.  However,  ancient  Persian 
theologoumena  were  employed  by  Mani.  Even  the  designation 
of  the  antitheses  as  "light"  and  "darkness"  was  hardly  inde- 
pendent   of  Parsiism,  and  elsewhere  in  Manichasism  there  occur 
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technical  terms  taken  from  the  Persian  reh'gion.  Whether  Mani's 
idea  of  redemption  goes  back  to  the  ancient  Babylonian  religion 
or  to  Zoroastrianism,  I  do  not  venture  to  decide  ;  the  idea  of 
the  "Prophet"  and  the  "Primeval  man"  is  at  all  events  Semitic. 
It  is  very  difficult  to  determine  how  far  Mani's  acquaintance 
with  Christianity  went,  and  how  much  he  borrowed  from  it ; 
further,  through  what  agencies  Christian  knowledge  reached 
him.  In  any  case,  in  those  regions  where  Manichasism  was  set- 
tled and  where  it  came  more  closely  into  contact  with  Christi- 
anity, it  was  at  a  later  stage  influenced  by  the  latter.  Western 
Manichasans  of  the  fourth  and  fifth  centuries  were  much  more 
"Christian"  than  those  of  the  East.  In  this  respect  the  system 
passed  through  the  same  development  as  Neoplatonism.  As 
regards  Mani  himself,  it  is  safest  to  suppose  that  he  held  Juda- 
ism as  well  as  Christianity  to  be  entirely  false  religions.  But 
if  he  not  only  characterised  himself  as  the  Paraclete — and  it  is 
probable  that  he  originated  this  use  of  the  title — but  also  ad- 
mitted "Jesus"  to  so  high  a  role  in  his  system,  we  can  hardly 
explain  this  otherwise  than  by  supposing  that  he  distinguished 
between  Christianity  and  Christianity.  The  religion  which  eman- 
ated from  the  historical  Christ  was  to  him  as  objectionable  as 
that  Christ  himself  and  as  Judaism;  i.e.,  Catholicism  was  to  him 
a  diabolical  religion.  But  he  distinguished  the  Jesus  of  dark- 
ness from  the  Jesus  of  light,  who  wrought  contemporaneously 
with  the  other,  This  distinction  agrees  as  strikingly  with  that 
of  the  Gnostic  Basilides,  as  the  criticism  of  the  O.  T.  conducted 
by  Manichffi'ism  with  that  of  the  Marcionites ;  (see  even  the  Acta 
Archelai  in  which  Marcion's  antitheses  are  placed  in  Mani's 
lips).  Finally,  Manichsean  doctrines  show  agreement  with  those 
of  the  Christian  Elkesaites ;  yet  it  is  possible,  nay,  probable, 
that  the  latter  are  to  be  derived  from  the  common  ancient 
Semitic  source,  and  therefore  they  do  not  come  further  into 
consideration.  Mani's  historical  relation  to  Christianity  will 
therefore  be  as  follows :  from  Catholicism,  with  which  in  all 
probability  he  was  not  very  accurately  acquainted,  Mani  borrowed 
nothing,  rejecting  it  rather  as  a  devilish  error.  On  the  other 
hand,  he  regarded  Christianity  in  the  form  which  it  had  assumed 
in    the    ßasilidian    and    Marcionite  sects  (also  among  the  Barde- 
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sanians?)  as  a  relatively  valuable  and  correct  religion.  But  from 
them,  as  also  from  the  Persians,  he  took  hardly  anything  but 
names,  and  perhaps,  besides,  what  criticism  he  had  of  the  O.  T. 
and  Judaism.  His  lofty  estimate  of  Paul  (and  his  epistles?), 
as  well  as  his  express  rejection  of  the  Acts  of  the  Apostles, 
also  point  to  influences  due  to  Marcionitism.  He  seems  to  have 
recognised  and  to  have  interpreted  in  accordance  with  his  own 
teaching  a  part  of  the  historical  matter  of  the  Gospel. 

Finally,  the  question  further  rises  whether  Buddhistic  elements 
are  not  to  be  observed  in  Manichaeism.  The  majority  of  later 
scholars  since  F.  Chr.  Baur  have  answered  this  question  in  the 
affirmative.  According  to  Kessler,  Mani  used  Buddha's  teaching, 
at  least  for  his  ethics.  There  is  no  doubt  that  he  took  long 
journeys  to  India,  and  was  familiar  with  Buddhism.  The  occur- 
rence of  the  name  of  Buddha  (Budda)  in  the  legend  about  Mani 
and  perhaps  in  his  own  writings  points  to  the  fact  that  the 
founder  of  this  religion  concerned  himself  with  Buddhism.  But 
what  he  borrowed  from  it  for  his  own  doctrine  must  have  been 
very  unimportant.  On  a  closer  comparison  we  find  that  the  difter- 
ence  between  the  two  faiths  is  in  all  their  main  doctrines  very 
great,  and  that  the  resemblances  are  almost  always  merely 
accidental.  This  is  true  even  as  regards  morality  and  asceticism. 
There  is  no  point  in  Manichaeism  for  whose  explanation  we  need 
have  recourse  to  Buddhism.  Under  such  circumstances  any 
relationship  between  the  two  religions  remains  a  bare  possibility ; 
nor  has  the  investigation  of  Geyler  raised  this  possibility  to  a 
probability  (Das  System  des  Manichäismus  und  sein  Verhältniss 
zum  Buddhismus,  Jena   1875). 

How  are  we  to  explain  the  fact  that  Manichaeism  spread  so 
rapidly  and  really  became  a  world-religion?  The  answer  has 
been  given  that  it  was  because  it  was  the  complete  Gnosis,  the 
fullest,  most  consistent,  and  most  artistic  system  based  on  the 
ancient  Babylonian  religion  (so  Kessler).  This  explanation  is  not 
sufficient,  for  no  religion  makes  an  impression  mainly  by  its 
doctrinal  system,  however  complete  that  may  be.  But  it  is  also 
incorrect,  for  the  older  Gnostic  systems  were  not  more  meagre 
than  the  Manichaean.  What  rather  gave  Manichsism  its  strength 
was,  above  all,  the  conibiuation  of  ancieiit  mythology  a)id  a  rigid 
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materialistic  dualism  zvith  an  extremely  simple,  spiritual  ciiltus, 
and  a  strict  morality ;  this  was  supplemented  by  the  personaHty 
of  the  founder  (of  which  indeed  we  know  Httle  enough).  If  we 
compare  it  with  the  Semitic  nature-reUgions,  it  is  obvious  that 
it  retained  their  mythologies,  transformed  into  "doctrines,"  but 
did  away  with  the  whole  sensuous  cultus,  substituting  a  spiritual 
worship  as  well  as  a  strict  morality.  Thus  it  was  capable  of 
satisfying  the  new  wants  of  an  old  world.  It  offered  revelation, 
redemption,  moral  virtue,  and  immortality,  spiritual  blessings, 
on  the  ground  of  nature-religion.  Further,  the  simple  and  yet 
firm  constitution  calls  for  attention  which  Mani  himself  gave 
to  his  institution.  The  learned  and  the  ignorant,  the  enthusiast 
and  the  man  of  the  world,  could  here  find  a  welcome,  no  one 
had  more  laid  upon  him  than  he  could  and  would  bear;  more- 
over, each  was  attracted  and  secured  by  the  prospect  of  reaching 
a  higher  stage,  while  those  who  were  gifted  were  besides  promised 
that  they  would  require  to  submit  to  no  authority,  but  would 
be  led  by  pure  reason  to  God.  As  this  religion  was  thus  adapted, 
perhaps  beforehand,  to  individual  needs,  it  was  also  capable  of 
continuously  appropriating  what  was  foreign.  Furnished  from  the 
first  with  fragments  of  different  religions,  it  could  increase  or 
diminish  its  store,  without  breaking  its  own  elastic  structure. 
But  a  great  capacity  for  adaptation  was  quite  as  necessary  to 
a  world-religion,  as  a  divine  founder  in  whom  men  could  see 
and  venerate  the  supreme  revelation  of  God  himself  While 
Manichaeism  in  fact  knew  of  no  redeemer,  although  it  gave  Mani 
this  title;  while  it  only  recognised  a  physical  and  Gnostic  process 
of  redemption ;  yet  in  Mani  it  possessed  the  chief  prophet  of  God. 
If  we  notice,  finally,  that  Manichaeism  presented  a  simple, 
apparently  profound,  and  yet  easy,  solution  of  the  problem  of 
good  and  evil,  which  had  become  especially  burdensome  in  the 
second  and  third  centuries,  we  have  named  the  most  important 
phenomena  which  explain  its  rapid  extension. 

Sketch  of  the  History  of  Manichaeism. 

Manichaeism  first  got  a  firm  footing  in  the  East,  in  Persia, 
Mesopotamia,  and  Transoxania.  The  persecutions  which  it  had 
to  endure  did  not  hinder  its  extension.     The  seat  of  the  Mani- 
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chsean  Pope  was  for  centuries  in  Babylon,  and  afterwards  in 
Samarcand.  Even  after  Islam  had  conquered  the  East,  Mani- 
chseism  held  its  ground ;  it  even  seems  to  have  spread  still 
further  owing  to  the  Mohammedan  conquest,  and  it  gained 
secret  adherents  among  the  Mohammedans  themselves.  The 
doctrine  and  discipline  of  the  Manichaean  Church  underwent 
little  change  in  the  East,  it  especially  did  not  there  approach 
much  nearer  the  Christian  religion.  But  it  experienced  attempts 
at  reform  several  times;  for,  as  was  natural,  its  "Auditores" 
readily  became  secularised.  These  attempts  also  led  temporarily 
to  schisms  and  tlie  formation  of  sects.  At  the  close  of  the 
tenth  century,  the  time  when  the  Fihrist  was  written,  the  Mani- 
chasans  had  been  already  expelled  from  the  cities  in  Mesopo- 
tamia and  Persia,  and  had  withdrawn  into  the  villages.  But  in 
Turkestan  and  up  to  the  borders  of  China,  there  existed  numer- 
ous Manichaean  communities,  nay,  even  whole  tribes  which  had 
adopted  the  religion  of  Mani.  Probably  the  great  Mongolian 
migrations  first  put  an  end  to  Manichaiism  in  Central  Asia. 
But  in  India,  on  the  coasts  of  Malabar,  there  were  Manichaeans 
even  in  the  fifteenth  century,  side  by  side  with  Thomist  Christ- 
ians (see  Germann,  Die  Thomaschristen,  1875).  Manichseism  first 
penetrated  into  the  Graeco-Roman  Empire  about  A.D.  280,  in 
the  time  of  the  Emperor  Probus  (see  Eusebius.  Chronicon).  If 
we  may  hold  Diocletian's  edict  against  the  Manichaeans  to  be 
genuine,  they  already  had  a  firm  footing  in  the  West  at  the 
beginning  of  the  fourth  century ;  but  Eusebius  did  not  know 
the  sect  accurately  as  late  as  about  A.D.  325.  It  was  only 
after  about  A.D.  330  that  the  religion  spread  rapidly  in  the 
Roman  Empire.  Its  adherents  were  recruited,  on  the  one  hand, 
from  the  ancient  Gnostic  sects,  especially  the  Marcionites, 
Manichaeism  having,  besides,  strongly  influenced  the  develop- 
ment of  the  Marcionite  Churches  in  the  fourth  century.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  gained  followers  from  the  great  number  of  the 
"cultured",  who  sought  for  a  "rational"  and  yet  to  some  ex- 
tent Christian,  religion,  and  who  had  exalted  "free  inquiry" — 
esp.  as  regards  the  O.  T. — into  a  battle-flag.  Criticism  on  Catholi- 
cism, and  polemics,  were  now  the  strong  point  of  Manichaeism,  esp. 
in  the  West.    It  admitted  the  stumbline-blocks  which  the  O.  T. 
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presented  to  every  thinker,  and  gave  itself  out  as  a  Christianity 
without  the  O.  T.  Instead  of  the  subtle  Catholic  theories  about 
divine  predestination  and  human  freedom,  and  the  diflicult 
Theodicy,  it  offered  an  extremely  simple  conception  of  sin  and 
goodness.  It  did  not  preach  the  doctrine  of  the  incarnation, 
which  was  particularly  repugnant  to  those  who  were  passing 
from  the  ancient  cults  to  the  Universal  Religion.  In  its  rejection 
of  this  doctrine,  it  coincided  with  Neoplatonism.  But  while 
the  latter,  with  all  its  attempts  to  accommodate  itself  at  various 
points  to  Christianity,  found  no  formula  that  would  introduce 
into  its  midst  the  special  veneration  of  Christ,  the  Western 
Manichseans  succeeded  in  giving  their  doctrine  a  Christian 
colouring.  Of  the  Manicha^an  mythology  all  that  became 
popular  was  the  rigid  physical  dualism  ;  its  barbarous  portions 
were  prudently  disguised  as  "mysteries";  nay,  they  were  even 
frankly  disavowed  here  and  there  by  the  adepts.  The  farther 
Manichaeism  pushed  into  the  West,  the  more  Christian  and 
philosophical  it  became ;  in  Syria  it  kept  itself  comparatively 
pure.  It  found  its  most  numerous  adherents  in  North  Africa, 
where  it  had  secret  followers  even  among  the  clergy;  this  may 
perhaps  be  explained  by  the  Semitic  origin  of  a  part  of  the 
population.  Augustine  was  an  "Auditor"  for  nine  years,  while 
Faustus  was  at  the  time  the  most  distinguished  Manichaean 
teacher  in  the  West.  In  his  later  writings  against  Manichaeism 
Augustine  chiefly  discusses  the  following  problems:  (i)  the 
relations  of  knowledge  and  faith,  reason  and  authority;  (2)  the 
nature  of  good  and  evil,  and  the  origin  of  the  latter;  (3)  the 
existence  of  free-will,  and  its  relation  to  divine  omnipotence ; 
(4)  the  relation  of  evil  in  the  world  to  the  divine  government. 
The  Christian  Byzantine  and  Roman  Emperors  from  Valens 
onwards  issued  strict  laws  against  the  Manicha^ans.  But  at 
first  these  bore  little  fruit.  The  "Auditores"  were  difficult  to 
detect,  and  really  gave  slight  occasion  for  a  persecution.  In 
Rome  itself  the  doctrine  had  a  large  following,  especially  among 
the  scholars  and  professors,  between  A.D.  370  and  440,  and 
it  made  its  way  among  the  mass  of  the  people  by  means  of  a 
popular  literature,  in  which  even  the  Apostles  played  a  promin- 
ent   part    ("Apocryphal    Acts    of   the    Apostles").  Manichaeism 
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also  experienced  attempts  at  reform  in  the  West ;  but  we  know 
little  about  them.  Leo  the  Great,  in  alliance  with  the  civil 
power,  was  the  first  to  adopt  active  measures  against  Mani- 
chseism.  Valentinian  III,  sentenced  its  adherents  to  banishment, 
Justinian  made  the  penalty  death.  It  seems  to  have  been 
extinguished  in  North  Africa  by  the  persecution  of  the  Vandals. 
It  really  died  out  nowhere  else,  either  in  the  Byzantine  Empire, 
or  in  the  West ;  for  it  gave  an  impulse  to  the  formation  of 
new  sects  which  were  allied  to  it  in  the  early  part  of  the 
Middle  Ages.  If  it  has  not  been  proved  that  the  Spanish 
Priscillians  had  been  already  influenced  by  Manichaeism  in  the 
fourth  century,  still  it  is  undoubted  that  the  Paulicians  and 
Bogomilians,  as  well  as  the  Cathari,  are  to  be  traced  back  to 
it  (and  Marcionitism).  Thus,  if  not  the  system  of  Mani  the 
Persian,  yet  Manichaeism  modified  by  Christianity  accompanied 
the  Catholic  Church  of  the  West  on  into  the  thirteenth  century. 

Lite7-atiire. — Beausobre,  Hist,  critique  de  Manichee  et  du 
Manicheisme,  2  vols.  1 734  sq.  Too  great  prominence  is  given 
in  this  work  to  the  Christian  elements  in  Manichaeism.  Baur, 
Das  manichaische  Religionssystem,  1831.  Manichaean  specu- 
lation is  here  presented  speculatively.  Flügel,  Mani,  1 862 ;  an 
investigation  based  on  the  Fihrist.  Kessler,  Unters,  z.  Genesis 
des  manich.  Religionssystems,  1876;  by  the  same  author, 
"Mani,  Manichaer"  in  the  R.-P>ncykl.  f.  protest  Theol.  u.  Kirche, 
2  Ed.,  Vol.  IX.,  p.  223 — 259;  the  account  given  above  is  based 
in  several  of  its  expositions  on  this  article.  Kessler  has  since 
published  a  work,  *'  Mani,  Forschungen  iiber  die  manich.  Relig. 
Ein  Beitrag  z.  vergleichenden  Religionsgeschichte  des  Orients. 
I.  Bd.  Voruntersuchungen  und  Quellen,  1889;"  see  on  this 
the  acute  reviews  of  Rahlfs  (Gott  Gel.  Anz.  1889,  No.  23), 
Noldeke  (Zeitschrift  d.  deutschen  morgenl.  Gesellsch.  Vol.  XLIIL, 
p.  535  fi".)  and  August  Müller  (Theol.  Lit.-Ztg.,  1890,  No.  4). 
The  older  accounts  may  be  mentioned  of  Mosheim,  Lardner, 
Walch,  and  Schröckh,  as  also  the  monograph  of  Trechsel, 
Ueber  Kanon,  Kritik  und  Exegese  der  Manichäer,  1832,  and 
A.  Newmann's  Introductory  Essay  on  the  Manichaean  heresy,  1887. 
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